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Current Topics. 
Mr. Witrrep Baven ‘ALLEN, barrister-at-law, has been 


.| appointed Judge of County Courts on Circuit No. 18 in place of 


the late Judge Masrerman, Mr. AuLen was called to the bar 
in 1882, and has practised as a special pleader and on the South- 
Eastern Circuit. 


Srzakine without regard to politics, we think the profession 
are to be congratulated on the = of Mr. Witu1am Watson 
RorHERrForD, solicitor, as member for the West Derby Division 
of Liverpool. There is an ing in Parliament for a vigorous 
and outspoken member of rofession who is not afraid to 
look after its interests. Since the death of Mr, Grecory there 
has been a tendency solicitors who have entered 
Parliament to forget that they are members of a great pro- 
fession, and to become either mere politicians or mere 
representatives of local interests. We have hope that Mr. 
RurHERrorD will not fall into this besetting snare, though we 
rather hesitate to express this, remembering that, some years 
ago, when we ventured on a similar suggestion with re toa 
solicitor M.P., we had promptly a letter from him announcing 
that his first duty oni be to his party and his constituents. 
It did not seem to occur to him that this duty was not necessarily, 
or usually, inconsistent with that sug: by us. 








Ar THE trial of Rez v. Walters at the Old Bailey last week, 
to which we refer elsewhere, in which the prisoner was 
with ag ——- —— child Bc , ned gine 
in what purpo to be a nursing home, the learned ju 
ap to have allowed the name of a witness to be con- 
ed from the public. The witness was called to prove that 
he had paid a lump sum of money for the adoption of the 
child by the prisoner, and after he had gone into the box, 
his name, instead of being disclosed, was handed to the judge 
on a slip of paper. We have of late noticed that in several cases 
upon the trial of civil actions witnesses have been allowed to 
give evidence without publishing their names. In these cases 
the action was brought in of a private right, no 
objection was made by the co for the party against whom 
the evidence was given, and the judge, without exercising any 
discretion, might fhink that the agreement of the parties was a 
sufficient reason for tolerating the -i ity. But we 
think that a criminal case stands upon a different footing. 
There cannot be one rule of practice when the prisoner 
appears by counsel and when he is undefended. He 
‘is entitled, after a plea of not guilty, to be tried by oral 
evidence and in open court, and our law assumes that it is for 
the interest of the public that the hearing of the case shall be in 
= and that the names of the witnesses shall be published. 
every statute that we have seen relating to the form of oaths 
and affirmations the name of the witness is given. We can find 
nothing in any decision or rule of practice to warrant the judge 
in suppressing the name of a witness at a criminal trial, and to 
| lige the necessary power would create much difficulty. 
would certainly arise where the witnesses were of good 
cota puliion te partiality. We 
hope that the Court for Crown Cases Reserved may find some 
occasion for giving their opinion upon this interesting subject. 





Tas Oovrt tom declined, in the recent case of Bickmore 





v. Dimmer (51 W. RB. 180), to accept without limitation the 
13 









; 
5 
i 
{ 
; 
} 
r! 
a 
tf 
' F 
’ i 
>’ 
& 


216 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





ae 








literal meaning of the ordinary covenant in a lease that the 
lessee will not make any alterations in the demised premises 
except with the consent of the lessor. In the above case certain 
alterations had been expressly authorized, partly by the lease 
itself, and partly by agreement subsequent to the lease, but on 
the occasion of this agreement it was expressly stipulated that it 
was not to prejudice or affect the covenant against alterations 
contained in the lease. At the time of the agreement the 
premises had come into the hands of the defendant, who, by 
arrangement with the lessors, was using a part of them for his 
business as a jeweller. For the purpose of advertising his 
business he erected outside the premises a large clock contained in 
an iron circular frame, and the frame was fastened by iron bolts 
driven into the stone wall of the premises. The clock had two 
showing the defendant’s name and business, and was 
lighted by electricity. The lessors, who had protested against 
the erection of the clock, claimed that this was a breach of the 
covenant not to make any alterations without consent, and they 
obtained from Farwat, J., a mandatory injunction for the 
removal of the clock. The Court of Appeal, however, have held 
that this involved too literal a construction of the covenant. In 
the view of Vaucnan Wi.tiaMs, L.J., apparently, the covenant 
must be taken to be aimed at such alterations only as affect the 
form or structure of the premises; and, moreover, the covenant 
ought not to operate so as to prevent a lessee who was intending to 
carry on business upon the premises from doing those acts which 
are convenient or useful for a tradesman to do in the ordinary 
conduct of his business. Similarly, Srmeuine, L.J., held that 
the covenant must be held not to include alterations which were 
reasonable and proper for carrying on the tenant’s business in 
an ordinary way. In this view the erection of the clock was 
reasonable and proper, and hence it was not a breach of the 
covenant. Cozens-Harpy, L.J., concurred for the reason that 
“‘ alteration ” means an alteration to the form or structure of the 
building, and this seems the most natural mode of interpreting 
the covenant. 





Tue arriication of the equitable rule against double portions 
had an interesting illustration in the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Re Scott (51 W. R. 182; 1903, 1 Ch. 1), and the 
dictum of Susser, M.R., in Taylor v. Taylor (23 W. R. 719, L. R. 
20 Eq. 155), restricting the rule, was preferred to some other 
modern decisions. The question is whether a gift by a 
father to a child subsequent to the making of his will is 
to be taken as adeeming a legacy given by the will. In Boyd v. 
Boyd (15 W. RB. 1071, L. R. 4 Eq. 305) Woop, V.C., put the rule 
very widely, and said that wherever a sum was paid for a par- 
ticular purpose, which was thought good and right by the 
father and which the son desired, if it was money that was 
. drawn out” in considerable amount, and not a small sum, 
it was to be treated as an advance, and consequently as an 
ademption of the legacy. In Taylor vy. Taylor (supra) Jzssxx, 
M.R., required further that, for the gift to be an advance, it 
should be made, not for any temporary purpose, but with a view 
to establishing the child in life, and he so construed Boyd v. 
Boyd. “Not every payment,” he said, ‘is a provision for the 
child; and I think that Woon, V.C., referred to that when he 
said in Loyd vy. Boyd that the sum must be paid for a 

purpose ; by which I understand him to mean a special 

with a view to the establishment of the child in life.” 

the Master of the Rolls held that money supplied to pay 

debts which a son had incurred was not an advancement. In 
Re Blockley (33 W. 3. 777, 29 Ch. D, 250) Pearson, J., dissented 
from this view, and intimated that a sum of money given by a 
father for such a might be an advancement, and that 
oop, V.C., in Boyd vy. Boyd (supra) was not 

to be restricted in the manner suggested. In the present case 
of Re Scott, however, the Court of A have preferred the 
rule stated by Jusexr, M.R., in Taylor v. Taylor, and have 
insisted that, as a condition of a gift being an advance, the money 
must be given, not for the purpose of tem assistance, but 
with a view to the permanent advancement of the child. Con- 
uently, where £5,000 was given to the son for the purpose of 
sullocinee him from debt—the debt being due to the father—this 
an advance, and did not interfere with the 


THE MURDER case of Rex v. Walters and Sach, recently tried 
at the Old Bailey, is one of great importance to the public, and 
one that suggests that some alteration may be required in the 
law relating to the care of infants. Stated shortly, the facts 
proved in the case shewed that one of the two accused women 
kept what she called a “private nursing home.” There rr 
women came for their confinements, and the woman preten 
to find respectable persons willing to adopt the children provided 
a certain premium were paid. Ifthe mother was able to find 
the money, the unfortunate infant was handed over to the other 
prisoner, who took it away and murdered it, while the two 
prisoners divided the money. Such an atrocious crime of course 
stirs up public indignation; but it also calls attention 
to the ease with which such crimes can be committed 
and leads to inquiries as to the whether the existing law is 
adequate for the prevention of their repetition. It is obvious that, 
if carefully carried out, the risk of discovery may be very small, 
The mother of such a child is generally desirous of getting rid 
of the mark of her disgrace, and is, therefore, willing and 
anxious to keep silence as to what she knows, while the body of 
a new-born infant can be disposed of without great difficulty, 
As the law stands, such children are protected to some extent by 
the Infant Life Protection Act, 1897. Section 2 of that Act 
provides that ‘‘any person retaining or receiving for hire or 
reward in that behalf more than one infant under the age of five 
years for the purpose of nursing or maintaining such infants 
apart from their parents” shall give notice thereof to the 
guardians. This section, however, does not go far in 
reference to facts like those which were proved in the 
recent case. Then section 5 provides that ‘‘ any person retain- 
ing or receiving an infant under the age of two years in con- 
sideration of a sum of money not exceeding £20 paid down, and 
without any agreement for further payment as value for the care 
and bringing up of the said infant,” shall give similar notice, 
Section 14 excepts the relatives and guardians of any infant from 
the provisions of the Act. Now, it is submitted that the pro- 
visions as to notice should be made to apply to every 
infant received for payment by a stranger, whether that 
person takes one or more infants, or whatever sum that 
person receives. This might not go very far, but it would 
be a step in the right direction—that is, in the direction of 
securing some mode of tracing a child in every case. Under 
the Act the notice has to state the name and address of the 
person from whom the child has been received. Under the 
existing law the duty of registering a birth is on the 
father or mother of the child in the first instance; and it is only 
in case of failure to do so that the duty falls upon other persons, 
including the occupier of the house. A question arises 
whether the occupier should not be answerable for the registra- 
tion in all cases in the first instance. This might provide some 
further protection. The bastard infant is the most unprotected of 
human beings, and the recent case shews that some alteration 
in the law is required so as to enable these unfortunates to be 
traced. The two women were convicted of murder, but the jury 
recommended them to mercy. On being asked, however, by the 
judge their reasons for such recommendation, they could only 
say because of the sex of the prisoners. In sentencing them to 
death, the judge plainly expressed his disagreement with the 
recommendation on this ground, and held out no hope of 
reprieve. It is no doubt a terrible thing to hang a woman; but 
if ever a woman is to suffer the death penalty, surely she 
deserves it in such a case as this where 0 is systematically 
carried out for money. 





Tue vecisioy of Fanweut, J., in Roberts v. Charing Cross, Sty 
Railway Co. (Times, 22nd inst.) brings, into prominence & 
qualification as to the exercise by a public company of its statu- 
tory powers which is sometimes overlooked. here the com- 
pany’s special Act of Parliament incorporates the Lands Clauses 
Act, 1845, any right of action which an individual might have 
for injury due to the exercise of the company’s powers in the 
course of executing the works is, as a general rule, taken away, 
and the individual instead the right to recover compensation 


under section 68, It is well settled, however, that the right of 
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the negligent exercise of its powers, and of course it is 
not taken away where the company is acting in excess 
of its powers. ‘ When the Legislature,” said Cocxsury, O.J., 
in Vaughan v. Taff Vale Railway Co. (5 H. & N., p. 685), “‘ has 
sanctioned and authorized the use of a particular thing, and it 
jg used for the purpose for which it was authorized, and every 
recaution has been taken to prevent injury, the sanction of the 
pogislature carries with it this consequence, that if damage 
results from the use of such thing independently of negligence, 
the party using it is not responsible.” The point of the dictum 
lies, for the present purpose, in the words “independently of 
negligence,” and if, in the exercise by the company of its powers, 
there is negligence, then the case is not one for compensation 
under section 68, but the ordinary right of action of the 
aggrieved person remains. And the law is equally clear where 
the company is acting in excess of its statutory powers. “It is 
well settled,” said Lord Campsett, C., in Caledonian Railway Co. 
y. Colt (3 Macq., p. 838), “that this statutory tribunal is only 
established to give compensation for losses sustained in conse- 
quence of what the railway company may do lawfully under the 
powers which the Legislature has conferred upon them, and that 
for anything done in excess of these powers the proper 
remedy is a common law action in the common law courts.” 





Tue POINT brought out in the recent case before FarweE 1, J., 
referred to above, is that a public statutory company is bound 
in the exercise of its powers, not only to act without negligence, 
and to avoid exceeding its powers, but also to act reasonably 
The complaint was that the company, which had been em- 
powered by statute to construct a tube railway from Charing 
Cross to Hampstead, was acting unreasonably in carrying 
on certain works by night as well as by day, and for this the 
plaintiff brought his action claiming an injunction and damages. 
Application was made on behalf of the company with a view to 
stopping the proceedings on the ground that the allegation 
disclosed no cause of action. The plaintiff's remedy, it was 
urged, if he had one, was to recover compensation under section 
68 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845. It is, of course, well known 
that statutory powers may involve a very burdensome encroach- 
ment on private rights, and in London, Brighton, and South Coast 
Railway Co. v. Truman (34 W. R. 657, 11 App. Cas. 45) it was 
held that the company, acting under statutory powers, was not 
bound to consultthe convenience of private individuals, but was en- 
titled to select a site for a cattleand goods station convenient to 
itself, notwithstanding that a nuisance was thereby caused to the 
neighbouring occupiers. But though this is so, yet, as FarwEtt, J., 
has pointed out, the right of the company to act under its 
statutory power is limited by what is reasonable. The principle 
was enunciated by Wickens, V.C., in Biscoe v. Great Eastern 
Railway Co. (21 W. R. 902, 16 L. R. Eq., p. 640): “A railway 
company having these wide powers is jot a to exercise them 
with moderation and discretion. The powers are to be 
exercised with a reasonable regard to the rights of other persons.” 
And in the same sense is the observation of Cotrins, L.J., in 
Southwark and Vauxhall Water Co. v. Wandsworth Board of 
Works (1898, 2 Ch., p- 611), quoted by Farwett, J., in the 

resent case: ‘‘ Where statutory rights infringe upon what, 

ut for the statute, would be the rights of other persons, they 
must be exercised reasonably, so as to do as little mischief 
as possible. The public are not compelled to suffer 
inoonvenience which is not reasonably incident to the exercise 
of statutory powers.” These are plain statements of the 
principle that statutory — are subject, not only to the 
rule that they must not be exceeded or exercised negligently, 
but also to the rule that they must not be exercised ‘unreason- 
ably, For the purpose of the argument in the present case it 
was assumed that the night-working of the defendant company 
Was an unreasonable exercise of its powers, and Farwett, J., 
_ that, on this assumption, the plaintiff had a good cause of 
on. 





Mr, Harpane suggested in his speech on the position of 
trade unions at Mansfield Hall on Tuesday a oe way of 
hg with the present difficulties of the law relating to 


probably voiced the prevailin 
the recent decisions in the Mogul case (1892, A. ©. 25), 
Lyons v. Wilkins (1896, 1 Ch. 811; 1899, 1 Ch. 255), 
Allen v. Flood (1898, A.C. 1), and Quinn v. Leathem (1901, A. C. 
495), had placed the law in such a condition that it was im- 
possible to advise with any — what acts might or might 
not be done in furtherance of a trade dispute. This is partly, 
no doubt, due to the inherent difficulty of the subject, 
and partly, perhaps, to the different spirit animating the 
House of Lords when -A/len v. Flood and Quinn v. Leatham were 
decided ; and also to the difficulty felt in according to workmen’s 
associations the power of injuring those opposed to them 
which was granted to traders’ associations in the Mogul 
cass. The aim of the trade unions is to abolish the 
notion that “conspiracy” can make any action unlawful 
which would otherwise belawful. But Mr. Hatpane points out 
that the combined action of many, though otherwise legal, may 
amount to a nuisance, and the suggestion seems to be an echo 
of a passage in Lord Liyptey’s judgment in Quinn v. Leathem 
(1901, A. C., p. 538): ‘* Numbers may annoy and coerce where 
one may not, Annoyance and coercion by many may be so 
intolerable as to become actionable, and produce a result which 
one alone could not produce.” Considering how recent decisions 
have tended rather to confuse than simplify the law, it is not very 
hopeful to look for an improvement to further judicial pro- 
nouncements, and Mr. Hatpavx suggests instead the appointment 
of a Royal Commission to consist of three experts “‘ say, two of 
the most eminent. of the judges and a layman who has had 
experience of these things and taken a large, wide, and fair 
view of them.” The suggestion is novel, and the report of 
such a commission would be interesting; but whether the result 
would bring a practical solution of the difficulty, is another 
matter. 


opinion when he said that 





Actions are occasionally brought against dealers in drugs and 
medicines who carelessly label a deadly poison as a harmless 
medicine and sell it so labelled to a customer. The action is 
brought by any person who has been injured by using the 
poison as a medicine. But we have no recollection of a case 
similar in its facts to one tried before Mr. Justice GranrHaM 
last week. The plaintiff having received a prescription from a 

hysician for pills to be taken at bedtime, sent it to be made up 
* the defendants, who were chemists. The cause of action 
relied upon was that the defendants had sent a number of pills 
with directions that they were to be taken three times a day, 
and that the plaintiff, having complied with these directions, had 
suffered severely from an overdose of the medicine. The cause 
of action is really, however, similar in character to that previously 
referred to, for the question whether a drug is a deadly poison or 
a harmless medicine frequently depends upon the quantity 
administered to the patient. 








Bankruptcy Cases in 1902. 


Ir cannot be said that the past will be memorable in the 
history of the law of the principles and practice in bankruptey 
on account of either the magnitude or importance of the cases 
decided. The Bankruptey Act, 1883, undoubtedly raised a 
number of difficult points, and gave rise to the exercise of much 
ingenuity in the discovery of loopholes for its evasion. But 
the numerous decisions decided under it, and the amending Act 
of 1890, have done a good deal towards crystallizing and 
elucidating the principles and ice of bankruptey law. The 
questions which now arise in bankruptey generally resolve 

emselves into questions of fact rather law, and it is rare 
indeed that an absolutely “clean ” and new point of law arises for 
decision. At the same time the cases decided in the year 
are not without their interest, and afford practical guidance on 
some of the most difficult branches of the law and practice of 
bankruptcy. 

Perhaps one of the most instructive of them is that most 
recently affirmed by the Court of Appeal at the very end of last 
— the decision of Warrout, J., in Meller’s Trustee v. Meas 





ombined action on the part of employers or workmen, He 


(50 W. R. 111), which once more illustrates the futility of every 
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contrivance, however ingenious, for avoiding the necessity for 
registration under the Bills of Sale Acts where the transaction is 
in fact a loan on the security of chattels. Now, it has been 
clearly established; at any rate since the lucid judgment of 
Bowen, LJ, in the North Central Wagon Co. v. Manchester, 
Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway Co. (35 W. R. 430), that by 
the Bills of Sale Acts the Legislature did not strike at trans- 
actions, but only at documents, and therefore if a person can 
make his transaction complete and effective in law or equity 
without praying in aid the document, the Acts do not affect his 
rights. One way of achieving this object was soon found 
by means of the hire-purchase agreement, and where there 
is in fact a sale for valuable consideration preceding and 
independent of the hire-purchase agreement, followed by such 
an agreement, the transaction is unimpeachable. But that it is 
impossible to wrap up what is really a loan on the security of 
chattels in the form of a sale and hiring agreement Maas’ case 
(supra) is another instructive instance. The facts were some- 
what peculiar. Mettor had agreed to purchase a certain hotel, 
with all furniture and fixtures, at an inclusive price. Upon 
completion, finding himself £2,000 short of the purchase-money, 
he asked Maas to lend him that sum on a fourth mortgage. 
Maas refused, but offered to do so ona bill of sale. MErtior 
naturally objecting to that, it was arranged that Maas should 
purchase the furniture for £2,000, which he did upon the day of 
completion, and that by a hire-purchase agreement he should let 
it to Metior, which was also done on the same day, the furniture 
remaining in MeLtor’s possession, and no registration of the 
agreement taking place, although it contained a licence to seize 
with power of sale in certain events. Now, this arrangement 
would have been sound enough if in fact, with Mztior’s consent, 
the contract between himself and the vendor, so far as regards the 
furniture, had been rescinded, and this had been followed by a 
sale of the furniture by the vendor to Maas so as to pass the 
beneficial ownership in the goods to him, and leave him free to 
remove the goods and deal with them as he pleased, whether by 
hiring them to MELLor or otherwise. But this clearly was not the 
case. There was no icdependent sale. The vendor would not 
have sold at all unless the furniture was to go with the house, nor 
would the house have been any use to MELLOR unless the furniture 
remained. ‘The whole business was to be sold as a “ going con- 
cern.” In fact, though not in form, therefore, the sale was a 
sale to Metior, and the hiring agreement an assurance to 
Maas, and essential to his title, and being a licence to take 
—- of the goods, and a security for a loan, was within the 

ills of Sale Acts, and the principle of the decision in Beckett 
v. Lower Assets Co. (39 W. R. 438), The trustee in bank- 
ruptcy of Mextor, therefore, succeeded in establishing his title to 
the furniture as against Maas. 


It may be questioned, therefore, whether in any case in which 
the negotiations are commenced by the request for a loan in order 
to enable one party to carry out a purchase of chattels, and are 
subsequently carried out by a purchase by the other party, and 
a hiring to the party who originally intended to purchase, the 
transaction will be good unless the hiring agreement is registered 
asa billof sale. At any rate, it may be safely said that, directly 
it is proved that the person who hires originally applied for a 
loan in order to enable him to purchase direct, the onus will be 
shifted upon the party claiming as owner to prove that in fact 
he was the purchaser, and that sale and loan were independent 
and bond fide transactions. 

A nice point, and one not covered by authority, and having a 
material bearing upon a bankrupt’s position with regard to con- 
tracts for his personal services, was decided by Puttiaong, J., 
in favour of the — by his decision in Bailey vy. Thurston 
& Co., which has recently been affirmed by the Court of Appeal 
(51 W. KR. 165). The point was whether an action by the 
ge pally for wrongful dismissal would lie against 
the nts, he being bankrupt at the date of such dismissal 
and undischarged when action brought. Now, where an undis- 
charged bankrupt enters into a contract for personal employ- 
ment subsequent to bankruptcy for a salary or wages, there is 
no doubt that he is entitled to maintain proceedings for the 
recovery of such salary or wages, and to hold the moneys 
recovered to his own use until his trustee intervenes (eckham 


venes, he is entitled to retain them so far as is n 

to support himself, his wife, and family: Re Rober 
(48 W. R. 182). Oan the fact that the contract was ip 
existence at the date of the bankruptcy, while the breagh 
occurred subsequent to it, affect the right of the bankrupt to sue 
upon such a contract for personal service? True, the benefit of 
the contract, like the benefit of all the bankrupt’s contracts, 
passes to the trustee, and he can sue if he choose, and Beckham 
v. Drake (supra) shows that he can recover damages for the 
breach of such a contract before bankruptcy. But can he alone 
sue to the exclusion of the bankrupt, as is the case in an ordi 
contract? Surely there is no distinction in principle between 
allowing a bankrupt to sue on a contract for personal employ. 
ment made after bankruptcy, and to sue for breach of sucha 
contract after bankruptcy, although the contract was made before 
bankruptcy. In either case the contract is dependent upon the 
bankrupt’s personal exertions, and he can sue thereon, subject to 
his trustee’s right to intervene. 

A rather remarkable decision, and one which Wricur, J,, 
arrived at with considerable doubt, and which, it may be respeet- 
fully submitted, is by no means unlikely to be the subject of review 
hereafter, is that given in Jn re Lawford and Lawrence (50 W. BR, 
592). The short point in that case was whether a pledgee is 
justified in delivering up to the pledgor chattels pledged to him 
with knowledge of an available act of bankruptcy committed by 
the pledgor. Looking at this question apart altogether from con- 
siderations as to the relation of pledgor and pledgee, there is 
ample authority for the proposition that everyone who deals with 
the bankrupt in any manner with notice of an available act of 
bankruptcy does so at his peril, and, if a receiving order is 
made within three months of such act of bankruptcy, he will be 
liable to account for any property of the debtor dealt with by 
him. If, therefore, he have in his possession, under whatever 
circumstances, property of the bankrupt, he ought to retain it 
for three months, since, if a receiving order is made, that 
property, by the doctrine of relation back of the trustee's 
title, will become the property of the trustee. In the caso 
of pledgor and B gy however, the bare application of 
this principle would lead to difficulties and absurdities which 
Waieat, J., though with grave doubt whether it ought not tw 
be pushed to its logical conclusion, refused to face. He got over 
the difficulty by praying in aid the general and well-recognized 
principle that a trustee can only take the bankrupt’s property 
subject to the same liabilities as the bankrupt himself. 
Although, therefore, the trustee took the debtor’s interest in the 
paey pledged as from the date of the act of bankruptcy, he 
could only take it subject to the contract of pledge by which the 
pledgee was under the duty to hand over the property as soon 
as he was paid off. With all deference, this reasoning is not 
very convincing. It does not meet the objection that, conceding 
the principle and its application, the pledgee could, after notice of 
the act of bankruptcy, only deliver up the property to the debtor 
during the three months at the risk of having to account for it 
to the trustee if a receiving order were made. At the same time, 
it is obvious that the retention of property by the pledgee might 
bring about the very result which the debtor by its redemption 
might be able to avoid. Perhaps the real solution of the 
difficulty is to be found in the application of the principles 
regulating the relation between mortgagor and mortgagee. 
The trustee in that case takes subject to the overriding rights of 
the mortgagee. There is no doubt that a redemption of mortgaged 

roperty and a reconveyance by the mortgagee, although with 
rt Bn of an available act of bankruptcy by the mortgagor, 
is quite unimpeachable. Indeed, Wuicur, J., himself seems 
pal to have decided the case on this ground, since ho points 
out that the pledgee had no option andewas compelled to give 
up his security, and could have been instantly sued if he had 
refused. But the caso is one of those awkward ones which bristles 
with difficulties from all points of view. 


The doctrine of reputed tae Aor been not so frequently 
invoked of late years as formerly, but it gave rise to two very 


instructive cases (Ite Woibking, 50 W. R. 460, and Re Keen § 
Keen, 50 W. R. 334) as to the mutual rights of freeholder, 
builder’s trustee, and mortgagee whore a builder during the 
execution of a building agreement, after mortgaging lus 





v. Drake, 2 H. L. Cas, 579); and, even when his trustee inter- 


Without 


rights under the agreement, becomes bankrupt. 
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going into details of these cases, which must in every 
ease depend to a great extent upon the particular pro- 
yisions of the agreement and the mortgage, it may be 
pointed out that the freeholder should be careful to guard 
imself against such clauses as that in the agreement in 
Ra Weibking, which, by passing to him the property in the 
chattels brought on to the land by the builder, may imperil his 
rights in the event of bankruptcy, whereas all that is necessary 
to protect their interests is a clause making it necessary to get 
their express licence for the removal of any such chattels, and a 
dause forfeiting them to the freeholder in case of failure to 
roceed with the works, as in Re Keen § Keen; or such a clause 
strengthened, it is suggested, by forfeiture in case of the debtor 
committing any act of bankruptcy. Similarly, the mortgagee 
should make his right to enter and carry on the work under the 
contract dependent, not upon actual bankruptcy, as in Re Weid- 
king, but upon the commission of an act of bankruptcy. 





its dismissal from the debtor’s solicitor, in the belief, as the 
court held, that such money was not in fact the debtor’s. Really 
the money was provided by the debtor’s solicitors, on the 
security of a charge given in their favour on his property.. It 
was sought by the debtor's trustee to recover this sum from the 
bank on the ground that it was the debtor’s property. But on 
the facts the court held that this sum was never in fact lent to 
the debtor at all in such a way as to become his property, but 
was merely advanced to the debtor for a specific purpose—that 
is, impressed with a trust, and could not be recovered. It is 
obvious that it never became the property of the debtor in the 
true sense. He had no beneficial property in it at uny time, 
and could only apply it strictly for the purpose for which it had 
been advanced. Moreover, such a transaction does not violate 
the principle which renders such payments void—namely, that 
they result in diminishing the estate to the detriment of 
other creditors, because the money, being advanced by a third 


In Shears v. Goddard (44 W. R. 402) it was held that aj Person, and for this paws only, would never, if it was not 
0. 6 ae 


transaction which is protected by section 49 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, is valid although it is in itself an act of bankruptcy. 
It was pointed out at the time that that decision was very near 
the line, and could only be supported on its particular facts, 
which were not very likely to occur again. It has, however, 
been relied upon from time to time in many cases, but seldom 
with success, and with conspicuous ill-success in the case of 
Re Jukes (50 W. R. 560). It will be remembered thatin Shears v. 
Goddard the debtor transferred the whole of his property to a 

urchaser, and it was held that such transfer was an act of 
faskraptey but, as the sale was an out-and-out sale for cash in the 
ordinary way of business, it was held to be protected by section 49. 
In Re Jukes, however, the sale itself was to a creditor, and the con- 
sideration for the sale was a past debt, and the creditor knew of 
the existence of other creditors. In such a case bona fides, so 
necessary in relying on section 49, was conspicuous by its absence. 
Shears vy. Goddard is a dangerous case to rely upon to support 
transactions of this nature. The question in every such case is 
really one of fact, and it is seldom that inferences so favourable to 
the buyer as those in Shears v. Goddard will be drawn by the 
court, even from very similar facts. 

Several cases bearing on the liabilities of trustees and other 
points of practice remain to be noticed. By section 16 of the 
Debtors Act, 1869, a trustee is required to obtain an order of the 
court before he prosecutes a bankrupt. In Re Howes (1902, 2 K. B. 
290) a trustee was refused permission to indemnify himself out of 
the estate against the costs of an unsuccessful prosecution which he 
had undertaken with the sanction of the committee of inspection 
but without an order of the court. It does not appear that the 
result would have been different if the prosecution had been 
successful. In every case where the sanction of the court or 
Board of Trade is require to anything, the trustee proceeds at 
his peril without it. 

The general rule that the trustee under a deed of arrange- 
ment which assigns the leaseholds to him is personally liable 
for the rent is not affected, so as to release the trustee from 
liability, where bankruptcy, relating back to the assignment, 
Eeevenes, and the trustee in bankruptcy disclaims the lease- 
holds: Stein v. Pope (50 W. R. 374). Such a disclaimer cannot 
operate to affect the rights and liabilities of third persons not 
parties to the bankruptcy except so far as may be necessary in 
the interests of the administration of the bankrupt’s estate. 

The question as to the validity of a bankruptcy notice based 
on a judgment debt for which a fi. fa. had been issued, and to 
which there had been no return, was considered in Re 4 Debtor 


(50 W. R. 609). There was no return because the sheriff on | jud 





seizing was informed that the goods were the property of the | : “ : 
trustees of the debtor’s wife’s marriage settlement, and there- | into three branches, the lessee covenanting that he and his assigns 
9 withdrew. Now, if the goods seized had in fact been — (1) would keep the premises open every lawful day, and conduct 
0 fy 


the debtor, the objection would have been a good one (Jf 


paid over, form part btor’s estate divisible amongst his 
creditors, but would probably be impressed with a resulting 
trust in favour of the person who advaneed it. 

Two points of practice on petitions may finally be noticed. Re 
A Debtor (50 W. R. 182) upset the long-standing practice not to 
allow the petitioning creditor to call the debtor on the hearing of 
the petition, and also decided that the petitioning creditor is 
entitled to call for the production of the debtor’s books. While 
in Re A Debtor (50 W. R. Dig., col. 14) the Court of Appeal held 
that a petition not properly attested under rule 146 not only 
could, but ought, if possible, to be amended under rule 350. 








Public-house Leases and the 
Licensing Act, 1902. 
II. 


Ws pointed out last week that the provision of the Licensing Act, 
1902, abolishing the indorsing of convictions on licenses and sub- 
stituting the entry of them in the register of licences kept by the 
clerk to the licensing justices, has necessitated a revision of the 
covenant for the protection of the licences usually inserted in 
public-house leases, and we suggested a form of covenant adapted 
to the new procedure. But inasmuch as the occupying tenant is 
frequently a sub-lessee, it is important, in the interest of the 
lessor, to secure that the covenant be so framed as to cover the 
misconduct of the actual licence-holder. The necessity for this is 
illustrated by the case of Bryant v. Hancock § Co. (1898, 1 
Q. B. 716; 1899,A. CO. 442). There the owner of a public 
house had demised it to a brewer for twenty-one years from 
the Ist of September, 1874. The lease contained covenants 
intended to protect the licences, but there was no covenant 
against assignment or underletting. In March, 1890, 
the lessee assigned the lease to Hanoock & Oo, and in 
the following year, the occupier, who was apparently an 
underlessee, was convicted of the offence of permitting drunken- 
ness on the premises. In consequence of this conviction the 
justices refused to renew the licence, notwithstanding that it 
had in the interval been transferred to another holder. 
Hanoock & Co. themselves endeavoured to obtain a renewal, 
but were unsuccessful. The lessor claimed inst them as 
assigns of the lease that they had committed a breach of 
covenant, and at the trial before Lawrancs, J., he obtained 
ent for £5,300. — 

The covenant under which the claim was made was divisible 


v. | the business ina proper and orderly manner, “so as to afford no 


Parnell, 6 Taunt. 370), but the objection can only prevail where | ground or pretence for discontinuing the licences thereof”; (2) 


the goods seized are goods of the debtor, and not, as in this case, 

where they are googs of third parties. 

ie ractical interest attaches to the case of Re Drucker (No. 
50 


| 





would not “ wilfully do or suffer any act or thing which might 
. . « beareasonable ground for the withdrawing or with- 
holding of all or any of the licences for sale of beer and ale, 


. R, 543), having regard to the manifold attempts made | wine, and spirituous liquors therein”; and (3) would from 


to evade the consequences of receiving money to settle a bank- | time to time during the continuance of the term of the lease 
tuptey petition. In that case a bank had a petition pending | apply for, and do or cause to be done, all and whatsoever should 


against the debtor, and received a sum of money on condition of | be requisite for cbtaining the renewal of such licences. It was 


















ae 


| 


220 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


2a 





eg 


Jan. 24, 1903, 








held in the Court of Appeal that a sub-lessee was not an 
“assign” within the meaning of the covenant, and this result 
was not disputed in the House of Lords. The question, there- 
fore, in both tribunals was whether there was any absolute 
covenant against the occurrence on the premises of misconduct 
which might entail the non-renewal of the licences. The material 
point in this connection was that the second branch of the 
covenant referred only to wilful conduct on the part of the 
lessee and his assigns. The terms of the covenant, it will be 
observed, did not expressly refer either to forfeiture or non- 
renewal of the licences, and the terms used—“ discontinuing,” 
“withdrawing,” and “ withholding”—might any of them be 
referred to either event; but it was considered that the distinc- 
tion between the first and second branches of the covenant gave 
the necessary clue to the sense in which the words were used. 
Since one branch was absolute, and the other was qualified 
by the requirement of wilful conduct, it was clearly 
proper to give to each a separate scope, and the first 
was considered to be aimed at the forfeiture and the 
second at the non-renewal of the licences. In the result, there- 
fore, it was held that the breach, if any had occurred, was of 
the second branch of the covenant. But to constitute such a breach 
there must have been wilful conduct on the part of the lessee or 
his assigns leading to the non-renewal of the licence. Such 
wilful conduct there had not been, and hence the judgment of 
Lawrance, J., was reversed by the Court of Appeal, and this 
reversal was affirmed by the House of Lords. 

It appears then that the result in Bryant v. Hancock § Co. 
was founded on the circumstance that the particular covenant in 
question was not absolute, but qualified, and had there been a 
forfeiture of the licence owing to the misconduct of the occupy- 
ing tenant, it seems that the lessee and his assigns would 
have been liable. It follows that, even though underlessees 
are not mentioned, yet the covenant may be made absolute both 
as regards forfeiture and non-renewal, so as to protect the 
lessor against either event regardless of the person by whose 
misconduct it has been brought about. This view was acted on 
by Rivtey, J., in the subsequent case of Mumford vy. Walker 
{85 L. T. 518). There the lessee of a public-house entered into 
a covenant for himself and his assigns that he would, during 
the continuance of the demise, so conduct and manage the 
premises as to afford no reasonable or lawful ground or 
pretence for the justices refusing to renew the licences. 
The lessee assigned the lease, and the assignees sub-let 
the house to a tenant from year to year. The tenant was 
convicted of breaches of the Licensing Acts. Ruotzy, J., 
pointed out that the covenant did not contain the qualifying 
word “wilfully,” which was the foundation of the decision 
of the House of Lords in Bryant v. Hancock § Co., and 
he regarded it as following from the decision in that case that 
the covenant before him was absolute, and that it was a breach 
on the part of the lessee and his assigns if any misconduct 
endangering the licences occurred upon the premises. But 
although it thus appears that a covenant for the protection of 
the licences may extend to misconduct on the part of the oceupy- 
ing sub-lessee, notwithstanding that no mention of sub-lessees 
occurs in it, yet it is better in framing the covenant to refer 

i Y, as in the form we gave last week, to underlessees 
and tenants of the lessee. 

So far we have dealt with the Licensing Act, 1902, as 
affecting the covenants for the protection of the licences. It is 
also useful to observe the provisions of section 11 with regard 





to alterations in the licensed premises. These are two-fold, and 
relate (1) to alterations made by the owner or lessee for his own | 
purposes, and (2) to alterations required by the licensing 

justices. As to the former, the section provides by sub-section | 
2 that any alteration in licensed premises which gives increased 
facilities for drinking, or conceals from observation any part of | 
the premises used for drinking, or which affects the communica- | 
tion between the part of the premises where intoxicating liquor | 
is sold and any other part of the premises, or any street or other 

public way, shall not be made without the consent of the licensing 
justices, who before giving their consent may require plans 
of the proposed alterations to be deposited with their clerk. 
Any such alteration made without the consent of the justices 
may entail forfeiture of the licence. With respect to alterations 





—— 


of the second class, sub-section 4 of the same section providy 
that, on any application for the renewal of a licence, th 
licensing justices may require a plan of the premises to be 
duced before them and to be deposited with their clerk, and q 
renewing the licence they may direct that, within a specifigj 
time, ‘‘such alterations as they think reasonably necessary ty 
secure proper conduct of the business shall be made in that 
of the premises where intoxicating liquor is sold or consumed,” 
The order is to be subject to appeal, but if an order fy 
structural alteration is made and complied with, no furthe 
requisition for the structural alteration of the premises is to by 
made for the next five years. 

These provisions suggest that some revision may be nece 
of the ordinary covenant by which the lessee undertakes not ty 
make any alteration in the premises without the consent of the 
lessor. In order to secure that alterations of the first class shall 
not be made by the lessee until the requirement of section 11 (2) 
has been complied with, the covenant should stipulate that no 
alterations shall be made save with the consent of the lessor and 
also with the consent of the licensing justices in cases where by 
statute such latter consent is required. With regard t 
alterations of the second class, a new stipulation should be intro. 
duced to the effect that, upon any application for the renewal of 
a licence, the lessee shall produce to the licensing justices 
and deposit with their clerk a plan of the premises, and 
shall at his own cost make, within the time fixed by the 
justices, such alterations as they shall lawfully direct. This 
stipulation, however, will only be inserted in leases for a sub- 
stantial term where it is proper to put the cost of alterations on 
the lessee. In the case of a short tenancy the obligation may 
properly be imposed on the lessor, and since under the Act the 
licence-holder is made responsible for carrying the justices’ 
order into effect, he should have an express covenant from the 
lessor to do or pay for the alterations ordered by them, if such 
is the intention. 








Reviews. 
County Court Practice. 


THE YEARLY County Court PRAcTICcE, 1903: FouNDED ON ARCH- 
BOLD’s CouNTY CourRT PRACTICE, AND Pitrr-LEwis’s County 
CourT Practice. By G. Pirr-Lewis, K.C., Recorder of Poole, 
Sir C. ARNOLD WHITE, Chief Justice of Madras, and ARCHIBALD 
READ, Barrister-at-Law. THE CHAPTER ON CosTsS AND THE 
PRECEDENTS OF Costs, by Mr. Morten TurNER, Registrar of the 
Watford County Court. In Two Votumes. Butterworth & Co.; 
Shaw & Sons. 
The business of county courts is so multifarious that it is essential 

for the practitioner who is concerned with it to have a ready means of 
turning to the statutes and the rules. Modern enterprize supplies 
him with what he wants, and enables him each year to bring his 
legal apparatus up to date. The present edition of the Yearly County 
Court Practice still bears the name of Sir C. Arnold White, but 
a Chief Justice of Madras must have interests ver'y much removed 
from the details of county court work in this country, and, as in last 
year’s edition, the editorial responsibility has fallen upon Mr. Pitt- 
Lewis and Mr. Archibald Read. The past year has not been produe- 
tive of any considerable changes in county court practice, but the 
House of Lords has been continuing its judicial revision of the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897, and this and other matters have 
necessitated careful revision of the text. The notes to the statutes 
and rules are very full, and on some subjects furnish treatises which 
the practitioner will find a great convenience. This is so with the 
Act just mentioned, and with the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and 
the annotations of the County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868, 
contain a valuable collection of the cases on the various subjects of 
admiralty jurisdiction. Volume I. deals with the law and practice 
under the County Courts Act, 1888, and under the other statutes on 
which the more important jurisdiction of the county courts is 
founded, and Volume IT. deals with the enactments which confer 
jurisdiction in special matters. The work as a whole is well written, 
well arranged, and well printed. 





THe Annvat Country Courr Practice, 1903: FounpEp oN 
POLLOCK AND NICOL’s AND Hk&ywoon’s Pracrices or THE 
County Cours. In Two Votumes. Edited by WituiAm Crem 
Suviy, K.C., LI.B., Judge of County Courts. Assisted by 
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Wru1AM JAMES Brooks, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 

Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The varying practice of legal authors bears witness to the difference 
of opinion whether statutes should be annotated, or their effect 
expounded in the form of a treatise. Each method has its 
advantages, and this Annual County Court Practice adopts the 
latter. The statutes and rules are printed without comment in 
appendices, and the text of the work explains their provisions. 
The appendices shew by distinctive type the portions of the statutes 
and rules which have been repealed, and references are given to the 
corresponding parts of the text. Thus the practitioner is enabled 
to glance through the actual sections and rules by which he has to 
guide his procedure without the distraction of notes, and he can easily 
turn, when necessary, to the comments supplied by the editor. 
with the general course of 


These deal, in the first instance, 

proceedings in a county court action, and in _ successive 
chapters the question of jurisdiction, of parties, and of 
proceedure before, at, and after trial are discussed. The 


editor then passes 
among these being the jurisdiction in matters between employers 
and workmen. The section dealing with the Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Act, 1897, gives an outline of the procedure for obtaining compensa- 
tion under the Act, and then collects the judicial interpretations on 
its provisions. The Act seems to be a worthy rival to the Statute of 
Frauds in this respect, and it is essential for the practitioner to be 
sure that he has all available guidance in the matter of authority. 
This the editor furnishes to him, and a page has been interpolated 
containing several decisions given in December—after the work had 
gone to press. The second volume deals in a similar manner with 
the miscellaneous host of statutes by which jurisdiction is conferred 
on county courts in special matters. The work, as a whole, forms a 
very complete and convenient guide to county court jurisdiction and 


practice. 





Equity. 

A PrAcTICAL EXPOSITION OF THE PRINCIPLES OF Eauiry, ILLvs- 
TRATED BY THE LEADING Decisions THEREON. For STUDENTs 
AND PRACTITIONERS. By H. ArtTHuR SwirnH, M.A., LL.B. 
(Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. THIRD EpiTion. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

Fourteen years have elapsed since the second edition of this work 
was published, and in that time the subjects with which it deals have 
been undergoing continual development. For present day purposes 
equity must be regarded in the main as a collection of matters which 


for reasons of history or of convenience are in general dealt 
with in the Chancery Division. It is still usual to speak of 


certain rules as rules of equity, but as a special source of new 


law equity, of course, has no existence. New law depends 
either upon statute or upon the boldness of the judge who 
assumes to enunciate it, whether he professes to act upon 


the principles of the common law or equity. But these considerations 
do not affect the utility of a work such as that before us. Whatever 
may be the logical basis of different branches of the law, we require 
to have the rules and authorities which govern such matters of every- 
day practical importance as trusts and mortgages and the adminis- 
tration of estates continually restated and brought up to date. As an 
example of the thoroughness and lucidity with which Mr. Smith has 
done this we may refer to the section dealing with the disability of a 
trustee to purchase the trust property. On this and other subjects 
the practitioner will find the relevant authorities so stated as to be 
readily accessible. A chapter on the law of companies gives 
widitional value to the work, though the subject has perhaps no 
special connection with equity. 


Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 
Winding up—“rosecution of Directors.—The rules to 
winding up do not expressly require a report by the official receiver 
on an appheation for leave to prosecute for a criminal offence, but in 


us 


practice the official receiver, where there is no application 
for leave, makes a report to the Board of Trade, which, in 
& proper case, communicates with the Public Prosecutor (see 2 


Palmer's Co. Pree. (Sth ed.), p. 590). Where leave is asked for, how- 


ever, the making of a report to the court would seem to be a proper | : . 
| curiously near his own, 


were ‘called’ in the same decade, and both were made judges m the 


proceeding. In bankruptey the statute requires such a report to be 
made, and where it is made the court cannot decline to consider it, 


even where the official receiver does not ask for an order for | 
The report has to be filed, and, after adjourning the | 
etermination for a time (if deemed necessary), the court must | 


yates ion. 


determine whether a prosecution shall take place, Queere, whether the 


to special subjects of jurisdiction, prominent - 


report ought, in a winding up,. to be placed on the file, which any 


creditor or contributory may inspect on paying a fee, and any director or 


at "on paying a fee.—RE Dunn (C. A., Nov. 15, 1901) (1902, 
1 K. B. 107). 

Winding -up Petition—Production of Company's Books.— 
The Court of Appeal has recently held that a creditor petitioning in 
bankruptcy may have production of the debtor’s books to prove allega- 
tions in the petitions. Cozens-Hardy, J., said he could find nothing 
in the bankruptcy statutes or rules to exclude ‘‘from the considera- 
tion of the court that which the law recognizes in other cuses as 
admissible evidence.” Except in legal proceedings inspection of a 
private trader’s books cannot ordinarily be obtained. In the case of 
companies there is a limited right to inspect some books by the general 
public. Quere, whether the bankruptcy rule does not apply in the 
case of winding-up petitions—RE X. Y., Ex parte Hass (C. A., 
Nov. 15, 1901) (1902, 1 K. B. 98). 

Winding up—Set Off Against Calls.—If a company, before its 
winding up commences, snes a shareholder for calls, and the share- 
holder sets up a defence of set-off, and before judgment winding up 
commences, the sharcholder cannot rely on the set-off as an answer to 
an application for a balance order.—RE Hrram Maxi Lamp Co. 
(Byrne, J., Nov. 4, 1902) (1903, 1 Ch. 70). 

Debenture—Receiver Appointed by Court.—A receiver and 
manager appointed by the court in a debenture-holder’s action seems 
to be in the same position as the trustee under an individual’s deed 
for the benefit of creditors, as regards (a) his personal liability for 
debts incurred ; (6) his right to indemnity from the estate in respect 
of carrying out the duties imposed on him by his appointment ; (c) 
his right to a lien on the goods forming part of the assets of the 
business carried on. Therefore, if the receiver (like the trustee of the 
deed) becomes bankrupt, the claim of a creditor whose debt is incurred 
by the receiver carrying on business cannot, by his taking out execu- 
tion, defeat the right of the receiver’s trustee in bankruptcy to the 
lien on the goods.—JENNINGS v. MATHER (C. A., Oct. 30, 1901) 
(1902, 1 Q. B. 1). 
Common Law. 


Foreign Oorporation Carrying on Busivess Temporarily in 
England—Service of Writ within Jurisdict'on.—The defendants 
were a German corporation, and carried on business in that country as 
manufacturers of motor-cars. They hired a “‘ stand” at the Crystal 
Palace, in order to exhibit articles of their manufacture at a certain show 
or exhibition. They had the exclusive use of this stand, which was in 
charge of a servant of theirs, whose duty it was to push his employers’ 
goods and take orders for the sale of the same. It was alleged by the 
plaintiffs that articles exhibited by the defendants infringed their 
patents, and a writ claiming damages for such infringement and an 
injunction was served on this servant of the defendants. Held, by the 
Court of Appeal, that during the continuance of the show the defend- 
ants were carrying on business in this country, that the servant was 
a “head officer” of the defendant corporation within the meaning of 
ord. 9, r. 8, and that therefore the writ had been properly served.— 
Duntor Pyevmatic Tyre Co. v. ACTIEN-GESELLSCHAFT FUR Motor, 
&c., Co. (1902, 1 K. B. 342). 

Breach of Contract Within or Without Jurisdiction—Letter 
Written Abroad—Action for Wrongful Disaisss].— The defendant 
was a foreigner who resided in France, and was the proprietor of the 
N-w York Heral‘. The plaintiff was employed by the defendant as 
the London correspondent of the European edition of that paper. 
The defendant posted a letter in Italy to the plaintiff in England 
dismissing the plaintiff from his service. The plaintiff obtained 
leave from a judge in chambers to serve notice of a writ upon the 
defendant in France in an action for wrongful dismissal. The 
defendant entered a conditional appearance and successfully applied 
for an order setting aside the writ and service on the ground 
that the action was not founded on a breach within the jurisdiction 
of any contract which ought to be performed within the juris- 
diction, within the meaning of ord. 11, r. 1 (¢). Held, by the 
Court of Appeal, that the order asked for was rightly made ; that 
there was a complete breach of contract when the letter giving notice 
of dismissal was posted in Italy, and that therefore there was no breach 
within the jurisdiction within the meaning of the rule.—CHERRY +. 
Tuompson (L. R. 7 Q. B. 573) upheld.-HoLtanp vr. Bexnerr (1902, 


1 K, B. 867). 








Mr. Justice Channell, who sits with Lord Alverstone and Mr. Justice 
Wills to try the treason case, has, says the St. James's Gazette, much in 





common with the Lord Chief Justice, whose age and university career are 
Both were Wranglers, both were at Trinity, both 


nineties. Sir Arthur Channel! is a judge who knows his own mind, as the 


jury of an assixe town in the North of England knows well, ** What on 
earth do you want?" he asked the jury when they acquitted a prisoner 
who had been sixteen times convicted, on the ground that there was not 


sufficient evidence, 
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Result of Appeals. 
Appeal Court J. 


(Interlocutory List.) 


The Austrian Lloyd Steamship Co. v. The Gresham Life Assurance Society 
(Limited). Appeal of defendants from order of Mr. Justice Darling, 
dated Oct. 28, 1902. Allowed with costs. Jan. 19. 


Willson (Judgment Creditor) v. Haworth (Judgment Debtor). Spain 
(garnishee)—Ashmead (claimant). Appeal of judgment creditor from 
judgment of Mr. Justice Darling, dated Dec. 3, 1902. Dismissed 
with costs. Jan. 19. 


The Goldfields of Matabeleland (Limited) ». Best and Others (John Clark, 
third party). Appeal of John Clark from order of Mr. Justice Bucknill, 
dated Dec. 10, 1902. Allowed with costs. Jan. 19, 


Ropner & Co. v. Dickinson & Co, Appeal of defendants from order of 
Mr. Justice Bighim, dated Dec. 11, 1902 (by leave). Dismissed with 
costs. Jan. 19. 

Hope v. Stanbury Eardley. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. 
Commissioner Forbes, K.C., Birmingham, dated Dec. 10, 1902. 
Allowed with costs. Jan. 19. 


Wilder vr. Burnand and Others (P. G. C. Burnard, third party). 
Appeal of defendant M. B. Burnard from judgment of Mr. Justice 
Bucknill, dated Dec. 17, 1902. Allowed with costs. Jan. 19. 

(Final List.) 

Ward Bros. ». James Hill & Sons. Appeal of defendants from 
judginent of Mr. Justice Wills, dated Aug. 6, 1901, without a jury, 
Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. Jan. 20. 

Spooner and Another v. Day. Appeal of defendant from judgment 
of Mr. Justice Wright, dated Nov. 21, 1901, without a jury, 
Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. Jan. 20, 


Simon vr. Hillam (trading, &c.). Appeal of defendant from judgment 
of Mr. Justice Channell, dated Nov. 16, 1901, without a jury, 
Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. Jan. 20. 


Appeal Court II. 
(In Bankruptcy. 
Tn re a Debtor (Ex parte The Debtor), No. 1,131 of 1902. From areceiving 


order made by Mr. Register Hope, dated Dec. 12, 1902. Dismissed 
by arrangement. Jan. 16. 


In re a Debtor (Ex parte The Debtor), No. 2,621 of 1902. Bankruptcy 
notice. From an order made by Mr. Registrar Linklater, dated Nov. 
24, 1902, dismissing the debtuor’s application to set aside a Bankruptcy 
notice. Dismissed with costs. Jan. 16. 
(Interlocutory List. 


Saccharin Corporation v. Wild & Co. Appeal of defendant from order of 
Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated Nov. 20, 1902. Allowed; costs to abide 
result of action. Jan. 19. 


(General List.) 

In re The Estate of G. N. Greenwood, deceased. Goodhart vr. Woodhead. 
Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice Joyce, dated April 19, 
1902. Allowed ; costs to come out of estate. Jan. 22. 


Compiled by Mr. Anruver F. Cuappie, Shorthand Writer. 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


AUSTRIAN LLOYD STEAMSHIP CO. ». GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY (LIM.). No. 1. 19th Jan. 
‘Arpirration—Srayinc Proceepincs—Scnwission 10 Jvxispicrion oF 

Forricn Courrs—Arpirration Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 49), ss. 4, 


27. 
Appeal from an order of Darling, J., at chambers, refusing to stay the 
proceedings in the action. The action was brought upon a policy of 


insurance for 50,000f. on the life of Hugues Rabl, a native of Trieste, who 
had been chief cashier of the plaintiff company at Constantinople. The 
policy, which was issued by the defendants, a company whose head office 
was in England, and who had an office at Budapest, was made in favour 
of the assured’s wife, and was, on the death of the assured, assigned by his 
personal representatives to the plaintiffs. The policy was in the French 
language, and was made subject to certain printed conditions, by which 
the premiums and the policy-moneys were made payable in Budapest. 
The policy bore an English stamp, and was sealed with the defendant 
company’s English seal, and was dated ‘‘ Londres,’’ though the defendants 
alleged that the contract was in fact made in Hungary. Conditions .23 
and 24 were under the heading ‘‘ Domicile,’’ condition 24 being as follows: 
‘*Pour toutes contestations qui pourraient surgir du contrat d’assurance 
toutes les parties intéressées se soumettent de convention expresse a la 
jurisdiction des tribunaux compétents de Budapest.’ In the course of the 
hearing of the appeal the court expressed an opinion that the words 





‘se soumettent’’ might have a technical meaning, and that an expe 
should translate the words. Accordingly the case stood over for thg 
purpose, and the following translation of ‘‘domicil’’ and condition » 
| was made by an expert agreed upon between the parties: ‘* Resideng. 
fer-purposes-of-jurisdiction.”” ‘24. For all disputes which may ari 
out of the contract of insurance, all the parties interested expr 
agree to submit to the jurisdiction of the courts having jurisdictig, 
in such matters in Budapest.’’ The plaintiffs having brought thi 
action to recover the policy-moneys, the defendants applied, under sectigy 
4 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, for a stay of proceedings upon the ground 
that condition 24 was a submission of all disputes arising oy 
of the policy to the courts at Budapest. The plaintiff contented that 
this was not an agreement to refer all disputes to the courts at Budapest, 
Condition 24 was in favour of the policyholder, and its effect was to giye 
him the option of suing in the courts at Budapest. 

Tue Court (Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. They held 
that condition 24 meant that, if any disput should arise out of the policy, 
it should be determined by the courts at Budapest. It was not as if the 
insurance company alone hadagreed to submit to the jurisdiction of the 
courts at Budapest if an action were brought against them there. Both 
parties had agreed to submit all differences to the courts at Budapest, 
just as if those courts were named in the submission as arbitrators. All 
proceedings in the action must accordingly be stayed.—Covnsgt, J. 4, 
Hamilton, K.C., and D. C. Leck; Haldane, K.C., and G. H. Devonshive, 
Soxicrrors, Stokes §& Stokes ; Devonshire, Monkland, § Co. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. |] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


THE LEEDS FORGE CO. (LIM.) v. DEIGHTON’S PATENT FLUE AnD 
TUBE CO. (LIM.). Farwell, J. 15th Jan. 


Costs—Covrt or AprraL— Witness Nor CaLLeEp—TAXING-MAsrER’s 
Discretion—R.8.C. LXV. 27 (29). 

Summons. This was an application on behalf the plaintiffs in the 
action to vary the taxing-master’s certificate. The action originally came 
on before Cozens-Hardy, J., and was decided in favour of the plaintiffs, 
but this decision was afterwards reversed in the Court of Appeal, 
and the plaintiffs were ordered to pay to the defendants their 
costs of the action in the court below and in the Court of Appeal, 
The costs were taxed, but the plaintiffs objected to certain items, 
The master considered plaintiff’s objections and eventually- over- 
ruled them and made his certificate. The summons to review the 
taxation was then taken out by the plaintiffs, who objected to two items 
only—viz.: the counsel’s view and the allowance to Mr. John Catton, 
The taxing-master as to the first item said, applying the amended sub-rule 
29, ord. 65, r. 27, that the expense of the view was properly incurred, and 
allowed the item objected to. As to the second item, he allowed it on the 
authority of Oliver v. Robbins, 43 W. R. 137, and though the witness was 
not called, held that his allowance was reasonable and proper, and should 
be allowed. 

Farwett, J., held that the first item allowed, though undoubtedly 
unusual, was still a matter for the taxing-master’s discretion. The second 
item raised a rather novel point. This was not a case in the court below 
where the taxing-master held that the litigant was justified in bringinga 
witness to court although he was not called. This was a case of further 
evidence in the Court of Appeal. Moreover, no special leave had been 
obtained by defendants to adduce the evidence of Mr. Catton, and the 
witness was not called. There was nothing on which the taxing-master 
could exercise his judgment. He must disallow the costs of that particular 
witness. The result was that the application succeeded as to the latter 
point, but failed as to the first item.—CownsrL, A. J. Walter; T. Terrell, 
K.C., and J. C. Graham. Sotrcrrors, Vincent §& Vincent, for Day §& Yewdale, 
Leeds ; Harrison § Davies, for Carter, Rumsden, §& Carter, Leeds. 

[Reported by J. H. Davies, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


ISAACSON AND ANOTHER » NEW GRAND (CLAPHAM JUNCTION) 
(LIM.). Div. Court. 14th June 


Master aNd Servant—Emptoyers’ Lianmiry—Inivry to WorkmaNx— 
DismissaL or AcTION UNDER Empioyers’ Lianmrry Act, 1880 (43°& 4 
Vicr. c. 42)—AppuicaTion To THE Covrtr To Assess COMPENSATION UNDER 
tHE Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c. 37)—New 
Triat—Ricut or PLantirr to Ciarm CompEensation INDEPENDENTLY OF 
WorkMeEn’s Compensation Act. 

Appeal by plaintiffs from a decision of Judge Woodfall, sitting at the 

Westminster County Court, who dismissed the action, which was brought 


‘under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and Lord Campbell’s Act (9 & 


10 Vict. ec. 93), on the ground that there was no evidence of negligence. 
The plaintiffs brought the action as persons entitled in respect of the 
death of one 8S. Isaacson, who sustained personal injuries which resulted 


the defendants at the Grand Theatre, Clapham Junction, on the 31si of July, 
1901. The case was originally tried on the 16th of December, 1901, before 
Deputy Judge Horton Smith, who dismissed the ‘action on the ground that 
the deceased was not a workman within the meaning of the Employers’ 
Liability Act, 1880. At the close of the case counsel for the plaintiffs 





asked the judge to assess the compensation under the Workmen’s 


in his death whilst fulfilling a contract of service as electrical engineer with | 
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Compensation Act, 1897, but the judge held that the case was not 
within that Act, and he therefore gave judgment for the defendants with 
costs. ‘The plaintiffs thereupon gave notices of appeal to the Divisional 
Court from the dismissal of the action and to the Court of Appeal from 
the dismissal of the application under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act. On the 9th of April, 1902, the Divisional Court ordered a 
new trial, and the Court of Appeal then ordered that the appeal 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act should stand out until 
after such new trial. On the 20th of June, 1902, the second trial took 
place, before Judge Woodfall, who, after hearing the evidence, nonsuited 
the plaintiffs on the ground (1) that there was no evidence of negligence 
on the part of the defendants, and (2) that there was no evidence to shew 
whether the accident happened by reason of the negligence of the 
defendants (assuming such) or by the deceased’s own negligence. 
Thereupon counsel for the plaintiffs applied pro forma for com- 
pensation under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, and the 
matter was adjourned, so far as any question as to the plaintiffs’ 
rights under that Act was concerned. The plaintiffs then gave 
notice of appeal to have the learned judge’s order set aside and 
for a new trial, and the defendants gave notice of a cross-appeal 
that if on the hearing of the above appeal the court should be of opinion 
that there was evidence that ought to have been submitted to the jury, 
the appeal should nevertheless be dismissed on the ground that the action 
was not maintainable by reason of the provisions of the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, 1897, and that the judge was wrong in holding that it was 
so maintainable. As regarded this cross-appeal it was now contended 
that the plaintiffs, having exercised the option conferred by section 1, 
sub-section 4, of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, by applying to the 
judge at the close of the first trial to assess compensation under that Act, 
could not now go back to the position they held before they exercised their 
option and enforce the alternative right given to workmen by section 1 (2) 
(b) to claim compensation independently of the Act. Counsel cited Hoddinott 
v. Newton (49 W. R. 380; 1901, A. C. 49) and Edwards v. Godfrey (47 W. R. 
551; 1899, 2 Q. B. 333). : 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atversronz, C.J., and Wits and CuHannext, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal asking for a new trial, and dismissed the cross-appeal. 

Lord ALversrone, C.J.,in giving judgment, having expressed his opinion 
that there was evidence which should have been-submitted to the jury, 
held that there should be a new trial. As regarded the cross-appeal, he (the 
learned judge) was of opinion that, under the circumstances, the court 
ought not to uphold the contention of the defendants. The fact that the 
plaintiffs had, on their action being dismissed, claimed compensation under 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, which they were bound to do in order 
to preserve their rights, did not estop them, on successfully appealing from 
the dismissal, from bringing a fresh action independently of the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act. 

Wits and Cuanneit, JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
Appeal allowed ; cross-appeal dismissed.—Counsen, Moyses; S. T. Evans, 
K.C., and Minton-Senhouse. Soricrroxs, C. T. Nicholls; Wynne-Baxter & 
Keeble. 


[Reported by E. G. Srittwett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]} 


SMITH ». GOLD COAST AND ASHANTI EXPLORERS (LIM.). Div. 


Court. 15th Jan. 

Fravps, Srarvre' or—AGREEMENT Not to Be PerrormMep WITHIN A YEAR— 
Evrtoyment From Furvure Dare—Impiiep Contractr—Part Perrorm- 
ANCE. 

Appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of the Common Serjeant, who tried 
the action at the Mayor's Court, and directed the jury to find a verdict for 
the defendant company on the ground that the contract for the breach of 
which the plaintiff claimed damages could not be sued upon, as it was not 
in writing, as required by section 4 of the Statute of Frauds (29 Car. 2, 
c.3). The plaintiff was a solicitor, who in answer to an advertisement 
applied to be appointed solicitor to the defendant company: on the Gold 
Coast. He attended at a board meeting held at the London offices of the 
company on the 6th of December, 1901, and his case was that he was 
engaged, for one year certain as and from the following day—namely, 
the 7th of December. All the terms of his employment were then 
arranged, and the only matter left open was the production by himse#f of 
certain documents she wing that he had acted for the agent-general of West 
Australia, obtained by him diiring the time he had practised as a solicitor 
in that colony. There was a conflict of evidence as to whether this document 
Was a certificate of length of practice or a testimonial, but according to 
the plaintiff's case he was definitely engaged by the defendant company 
onthat day for a year from the morning of the 7th of December, if he 
could, as he did, produce this document from the agent-general. 

lord Atverstonr, ©.J., in giving judgment, said that in 
the case of Britain v. Rossiter (11 Q. B. D. 123) a contract to 
serve for one year, the service to commence on the second day 
after that on which the contract was made, was held to be a 
contract not to be performed within a year within the meaning of the 
Statute of Frauds. The point here was whether a contract of service 
to begin one day after the contract was made was governed by the same 
principle. The question had been discussed obiter in Cawthorne v. Cordrey 
(3.C. B. N.S. 406), where there was an expression of opinion in favour 
of the statute not applying. The dictum was approved by Brett, L.J., in 
Britain v. Ro siter, who, however, expressed the view that a contract which 
Was not enforceable by reason of the provisions of the Statute of Frauds, 
8.4, nevertheless was an existing contract, and was not void altogether, 


_ although he thought a fresh contract could not be implied from facts done 


M pursuance of it. The doctrine as to part performance, whereby a 
ontract was not enforceable by an action at law, owing to the provisions 
of the Statute of Frauds, s. 4, was rendered enforceable in equity, in cases 


-with notice of the provisional apportionment. 





of the sale of interests in land, but its operation had not been extended by 
the provisions of the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873. These 
authorities seemed to the Lord Chief Justice to be sufficient to support the 
plaintiff’s contention that a contract of service to commence on the next 
day was not a contract which any longer of necessity fell within the 
Statute of Frauds. For these reasons he thought the Ace Serjeant 
ought not to have withdrawn the case from the jury, and it must therefore 
go down again for trial. 

Wits and Cuannewt, JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed ; leave to appeal 
given.—The plaintiff appeared in mn; Herbert Smith, for the defendant 
company, whose solicitors were Parker § Richardson. 

{Reported by Erskine Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


WIRRAL DISTRICT COUNCIL v. CARTER. Div. Court. 16th Jan. 


Loca GoveRNMENT—Private Srreer Works—Recovery or Expenses By 
Ursan Avutnoritry—Pvusiic Heatran Act, 1875, s. 150—Privare Srreer 
Works Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vicr. c. 57), s. 14. 

This was an appeal from the county court judge refusing to make an 
order on the defendant for the sum of £60 3s. 4d., which was the amount 
apportioned on certain premises owned by him, under section 14 of the 
Private Street Works Act, 1892. The facts of the case are as follows: In 
April of last year the above sum of £60 3s. 4d., was provisionally apportioned 
on premises belonging to the defendant. The notice was addressed to ‘The 
Heswall Quarry Co. (Limited), D. Robinson, owner.’”’? Robinson was the 
uncle of the defendant, and shortly before the provisional apportionment . 
had been tenant of the premises. After the making of the provisional 
apportionment the plaintiffs discovered that the defendant was the real 
owner of the premises and amended their notice by inserting his name as 
owner and he was served with a notice. The county court judge's 
refusal was based on the ground that the defendant had never been served 
By section 7 of the 
Private Street Works Act, any owner of premises shewn in the provisional 
apportionment as liable to be charged with any part of the expenses of 
executing the work may (during the month following its publication) object 
to the proposals of the urban authority on certain grounds therein specified, 
and by section 8 the urban authority may apply to a court of summary 
jurisdiction to hear and determine all objections. By section 12 the 
surveyor shall, after the completion of the works, make a final 
apportionment of the expenses, and within one month after such 
apportionment the owner may object on certain grounds mentioned 
in the section. The Act does not provide for any particular method of 
service of notices, and service has to be effected in accordance with 
section 267 of the Public Health Act, 1875. For the appellants 
it was contended that it was not necessary to serve effective notice of 
the provisional apportionment on the owner, and that the real owner 
having received notice previous to the final apportionment, they were 
entitled to an order upon him. It was also contended that the notice was in 
accordance with section 267 of the Public Health Act, 1875. For the 
respondent it was contended that under section 150 of the Public Health 
Act it had been held that effective notice of the proposed charge had to be 
served on the owner or occupier, and that section 7 of the Act of 1892 was 
in that respect identical with the earlier section. He cited Jarrow Local 
Board v. Kennedy. (34 W. R. 334, L. R. 6 Q. B. 128). 

Tue Covrt (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Wits and Caannewt, JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstone, C.J.—Before the passing of the Act of 1892 proceed- 
ings in these cases had to be taken under section 150 of the Act of 1875. 
Under that Act it has been settled that there must be effective service of 
the provisional apportionment on the owner, and that service on the 
previous owner will not do. The Act of 1892 conferred important privi- 
leges on owners, and enabled them to raise questions which they could not 
raise before, and which they could not now raise at a later stage. ‘There- 
fore it could not be said that notice was less necessary under this Act. 
The appellants contended that there was a distinction between section 150 
of the earlier Act and section 7 of this Act, because under the earlier Act 
the owners could do the work themselves. But in fact they seldom did 
do it. Iam of opinion that effective service of the provisional apportion- 
ment is necessary, and that its absence is not cured by there being a notice 
of the final apportionment under section 12, as the grounds of objection 
are much more limited than those in the previous section.—CovnsEL, 
Macmorran, K.C., and Naldrett; Carver, K.C., and Swift, Soricrrons, 
Thomson, Hayes, § Mathieson ; Cunliffe, Davenport, § Co. 

; [Reported by C. G. Wiieranam, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


DUNN v. SOUTH-EASTERN RAILWAY. Div. Court. 16th Jan. 


County Covrr— Practicr — Costs —PayMent 1y— WuHeERE PLAINTIVF 
Recovers No More tHan Amovunr Pam 1x—Power or County Court 
JupGe To Awarp Costs or Issus—County Court Act, 1888, s. 113. 


Appeal from the Westminster County Court. This appeal raised the ques- 
tion whether the county court judge has power, when the defendant has 
paid money into court with a denial of liability, and the plaintiff recovers 
no more than the amount paid in, to give the plaintiff costs of the issue on 
which he has succeeded. It appeared that the plaintiff had brought an 
action against the defendants for negligence against the railway company. 
The county court judge held that there was no evidence of negligence 
and non-suited the plaintiff. On appeal, the Divisional Court ordered 
a new trial. At the second trial he recovered £25. That being the 
sum paid into court, the defendants were given the costs of the action, but 
the judge declined to order that the costs of the issue of hegligence 
should be paid by the defendants, on the ground that he had no 
power to do so, though he would have done it if he had power. For the 
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laintiff it was contended that it had been settled that there was power 
in a High Court judge to order a defendant who had paid money into 
court with a denial of liability to pay the costs of a particular issue, and 
that there was no difference in this respect between the High Court and 
the county court. This was shewn by the County Courts Act, 1888, s. 113. 
He cited Wheeler v. United Telephone Co. (38 W. R. 295, 13 Q. B. D. 597), 
Wood v. Leathem (61 L. J. Q. B. 214), and Wagstaffe v. Bentley (1902, 1 K. B. 
214). For the defendant it was contended that there was a difference 
the High Court and the county court, as there was no pleadings in the 
county court, and that therefore there were no issues to be separavely 
tried. 

Tur Covert (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Wiits and CHANNLLL, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstoner, C.J.—This is an important point. The 113th section 
of the County Courts Act gives the judge power to deal with the costs, and 
the section clearly contemplates a set-off. The High Court has by a 
consistent series of cases from Wheeler v. United Telephone Co. to Wagstaffe 
v. Bentley decided that where a plaintiff recovers no more than the amount 
paid in, the defendant gets the general costs of the action subsequent to 
the payment in. But the judge has clearly power to deal with the costs 
of particular issues. County court procedure as far as possible should 
follow High Court procedure. The county court judge here said that he 
would have ordered the costs of the issue of negligence to be paid by the 
defendants, and we can now make that order.—CovtnseL, Woodfin ; Mellor. 
Soxrcrrors, H. C. Curtis; T. F. Wattkin. 


[Reported by C. G. Witsranam, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


CYCLE MANUFACTURERS CO-OPERATIVE ASSOCIATION ~ SIMS 
Div. Court. 16th Jan. 
Company Law—Power or Liqvurpatror To CompromMIsE—WHETHER Sanc- 
TION oF GENERAL Mertinc Necrssany—Companties Act, 1862 (25 & 26 
Vicr. c. 89), s. 160. 


This raised the point whether a liquidator who compromises an action 
can bind the company, or whether under section 160 of the Companies Act, 
1862, he requires the sanction of an extraordinary general meeting. ‘The 
facts of the case are as follows: In February of 1898, Sims, who was one 
of the directors of the plaintiff company, received £50 commission from 
them. The company went into voluntary liquidation, and an action was 
brought by the liquidator to recover the sum. That action was compromised 
by the payment of £14. In April, 1901, the company went into compulsory 
liquidation, and a second action was brought in May, 1902, by the official 
liquidator on the ground that no resolution sanctioning the compromise 
had been passed. The county court judge gave judgment for the plaintiff for 
£36, treating the £14 as a payment on account. For the defendant it was 
contended that the voluntary liquidator had by section 133 (7) the same 
powers as the official liquidator. ‘Those powers included the general power 
to compromise. The resolution provided by section 160 was not to give 
power to the liquidator, but to protect him against an action by the 
creditors. The defendant was entitled to assume that the resolution had 
been passed, as that was part of the management of the company. 
He cited Re Scottish and English Insurance Co. (23 L. T. 685), Re Anglo- 
Romano Water Co., Wright's case (18 W.R. 591, L. R. 5 Ch. 437), and Re 
The British Provident Life and Fire Assurance Society, Grady’s case (32 L. J. 
Ch. 326). For the plaintiff company it was contended that the liquidator 
could not compromise without the consent of the company, and that 
sanction by an extraordinary resolution was a condition precedent to his 
having power to compromise it. They cited Re Dynevor Colliery Co. (Limited 
27 W. R. 670, 11 Ch. D. 605) and James v. May (L. R. 6 H. L. 328), 

Tue Court (Lord Atvrrstoxr, C.J., and Wits and Cuanneit, JJ. 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atvexsrone said he was clearly of opinion that the compromise ought 
not to have beew treated as inoperative because of the absence of a resolution. 
There was certainly distinct authority that seemed to lay down the first 
principle for which the defendant contended. That was the case of Ie 
Scottish and English Marine Assurance Co. (Limited). The sanction of the 
court was a condition in that case, and that was one of the same class of 
conditions as in this case. That case seemed to be an authority for saying 
that the liquidator in such a position would be entitled to say that the 
other person was bound, and if so it would follow from this point of view 
that the liquidator would be bound also. The other authority, Wright's 
case, pointed in the same direction, and seemed to support the view that 
section 160 was to protect the company against the liquidator in 
regard to actions brought by him. The judge ought not to have 
considered the arrangement which had been acted upon for two 
years to be invalid. If the point had been really taken there was 
another objection that would have been fatal to the plaintiff’s case— 
namely, that no action would succeed to recover a sum while a compromise 
was still pending in respect of the same cause of action. Until that com- 
promise had been set aside the action would not lie. He thought, therefore, 
that the defendant was entitled to assume that the liquidator had power 
to compromise, and that he ought not to be made liable because all the 
forms which relate to the internal arrangements of the company have not 
been complied with.—Counser, Henry Kiseh; Llewellyn Williams. 
Sorscrrons, Kisch, Wake & Wild; A. W. Osmond. 


’ Reported by C. G. Witeranam, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





It is understood, says the Times, that Mr. A. T. Lawrence, K.C., of the 
Oxford Circuit, Recorder of Windsor, has been appointed a Commissioner 
of Arsize, to go on the North-Eastern Circuit at the ensuing assizes in 

jlace of Mr. Justice Bucknill, who will continue to sit in the Probate, 
ivorce, and Admiralty Division, 





Law Societies. 
Incorporated Law Society. 


A special general meeting of the members of the society will be held in 
the hall of the society, on Friday, the 30th of January, at two o’clock 
precisely, to consider the subjects hereinafter mentioned. 

The president will present the prizes and certificates awarded to the 
successful candidates at examinations of the society. 

The Prrsmpent will move: ‘‘ That the Council be authorized to apply 
for a Supplemental Charter altering the name of the society from ‘The 
Society of Attorneys, Solicitors, Proctors, and others not being barristers 
practising in the Courts of Law and Equity of the United Kingdom,’ 
to ‘The Law Society,’ and also altering the qualification and method 
of election of extraordinary members of the Council so as to allow of 
the election of members other than presidents of provincial law societies, 
and to extend the term of office of extraordinary members.”’ 

Mr. Cxar.es Forp will move: ‘‘ That this meeting regards the judg- 
ment of the House of Lords in the case of Neale v. Gordon Lennox 
(pronounced on the Ist of August last, reported in the November 
number of House of Lords Appeal Cases, reversing the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal on the question of the discretion and authority of 
counsel in settling or compromising actions) with the greatest satisfaction; 
and that, insomuch as the appeal to the House of Lords was actively 
promoted by Sir Edward Clarke, K.C., the leading counsel in the. case, the 
thanks of this meeting are tendered to Sir Edward Clarke for the valuable 
service thus rendered by him to the public and both branches of the legal 
profession in bringing about such a salutary alteration in the law ona 
point of such great importance.” 


United Law Society. 


Jan, 20.—Mr. J. F. W. Galbraith in the chair.—Mr. C. H. Kirby 
moved: ‘‘That the decision in Jared v. Clements (1902, 2 Ch. 399, 71 
L. J. Ch. 752, 86 L. T. 887) was wrong.” Mr. G. D. Elliman opposed. 
The speakers included Messrs. W. 8S. Clayton Greene and J. F. W. 
Galbraith. The motion was lost. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Denatinec Socrery.—Jan. 27.—Chairman, Mr. Alfred 
Dods.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘'That this house disapproves of 
the Monroe doctrine.”” Mr. R. P. C. Johnson opened in the affirma- 
tive; Mr. J. E. C. Adams opened in the negative. The following members 
also spoke: Messrs. Cahill, Aglionby, Gray Hill, Findlay, Pleadwell, 
Haseldine Jones, Richardson, Hugh Rendell, Hooper, Guillaune. The 
opener having replied, the motion was carried by three votes. 








Obituary. 


Mr. W. Hine-Haycock. 


Mr, William Hine-Haycock died suddenly on Tuesday, the 13th inst., 
in London. He was born on the 29th of March, 1831, and was the second 
son of the late Mr. Edward Haycock, of Shrewsbury, and was educated at 
King Edward’s School, Birmingham. He was admitted in 1853, and shortly 
afterwards entered into partnership with his uncle, Mr. William Hine, and 
his partner, Mr. William Robinson. The practice, which was carried on 
for many years in Charterhouse-square, wasfounded by Mr. William Hine’s 
father in the year 1780. Mr. Hine having retired from practice, Mr. Hine- 
Haycock removed to No. 4, College-hill, Cannon-street, in 1867 (Mr. 
Robinson remaining in Charterhouse-square), and in 1870, owing to 
ill-health, he bought a residence at Sidmouth, in Devonshire, and for some 
years resided there for a great part of his time, and whilst there he was 
a commissioner of taxes and also one of the Feoffees of the Sidmouth 
Charity Lands. From 1875 to 1889 his firm was Messrs. Hine-Haycock & 
Bridgman. At the end of 1889 he retired from practice, when the present 
firm of Bridgman & Wilcocks was constituted. Mr. Hine-Haycock was 
well known as a keen sportsman, and was for many years hon. secretary of 
the Old Surrey Foxhounds, He was also a great supporter of the Hunt 
Servants’ Benefit Society. He was a frequent contributor to Baily’s 
Magazine. He was a well-known figure at Lords and the Surrey County 
Club grounds, having been a member of the M.C.C. for 37 yeurs. He 
took an active part in Freemasonry and was a Past Master of his lodge 
and Past Provincial and Senior Grand Deacon of Devonshire. He took 
great interest in philanthropic work, and was a governor of several of the 
London hospitals, and was very regular in his attendance at committees of 
some of these institutions, more particularly Christ’s Hospital, t 
Bartholomew’s Hospital, and the Foundling Hospital. For many years he 
was vestry clerk of St. Sepulchre’s, Middlesex, and clerk and solicitor to 
Kifford’s Charity; he resigned the former post when he removed to 4, 
College-hill in 1867, He was also a trustee ef Reeve’s Charity, which was 
connected with his old parish of St. Sepulchre, and also latterly of 
Mitchell’s City of London Charity, He was treasurer of the Charterhouse 
square /I'rust for 47 years, He was for some years on the committee both 
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of the Law Association for the Benefit of the Families of Solicitors and the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. He married in 1859 Annie Mary, elder 
daughter of the late Mr. Thomas Parker, ‘solicitor, of Lewisham and Black- 
heath, who survives him, together with four sons and a daughter. He was 
buried at Brompton Cemetery on Friday, the 16th inst.; and there was a 
large attendance of friends, including representatives of Christ’s Hospital, 
the Foundling Hospital, and the M.C.C. 


Mr. H. R. Thorpe. 


The death is announced of Mr. Henry Roby Thorpe, solicitor, of Notting- 
ham. He was admitted in 1858, and had for several years held the position 
of Official Receiver in Bankruptcy for Nottingham. His health had latterly 
been declining, and he died suddenly from heart.disease while on his way 
to attend a meeting of the Board of the Nottingham General Hospital. 








Legal News. 


Appointments, &c. 


Mr. Wiit1am Watson Rutxerrorp, solicitor, of Liverpool, who has been 
elected Member of Parliament for the West Derby Division of Liverpool, is 
the eldest son of the late Mr. William Rutherford, of Liverpool. He was 
educated at the Merchant Taylors’ School, Great Crosby, and was articled 
in 1870 to the late Mr. John Hughes, solicitor. He was admitted in 1875, 
and became a partner in the firm of Messrs. Miller, Peel, & Hughes in 
1878, and is now head of the firm of Messrs. Miller, Peel, Hughes, & 
Rutherford. Last November Mr. Rutherford was elected Lord Mayor of 
Liverpool, an office which he resigned in order to become a candidate for 
Parliament. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Admissions, 

Messrs. Mullings, Ellett, & Co., solicitors, of Cirencester, have taken 
into partnership Mr. Ricnanp Jonn Mvtuines and Mr. Rorerr Witi1aM 
E.terr, the sons of the two senior partners. The style of the firm will 
remain unaltered. ° 

Dissolutions, 

JosepH JouN Corpix, Martin James Greener, and Grorce Epwarp 
Hexnert Cook, solicitors (Corbin, Greener, & Cook), 52, Bedford-row, 
London. Jan. 16, So faras regards the said Joseph John Corbin, who retires 
from the firm, as on and from the Ist day of January, 1903. The said 
Martin James Greener and George Edward Herbert Cook will continue the 
said practice under the present style or firm name of Corbin, Greener, & 
Cook. [ Gazette, Jan. 20. 


General. 


The next sittings of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council have, 
says the Times, been provisionally fixed for Tuesday, the 3rd of February. 

On Monday next there are to be called to the bar fifty-four students. 
Of this number twenty are of the Middle Temple, eighteen of the Inner 
Temple, nine of Lincoln’s-inn, and seven of Gray’s-inn. 


A witness, says the Quil/, the organ of the Bristol Law Students’ Society, 
when asked his name, said. it was Knott Martin. He was told that the 
court did not want to know what it was not, but what it was. He repeated, 
“My name is Knott Martin,’’ and things were beginning to look awkward, 
when he proceeded to spell the name. This of course explained his meaning, 
though the judge remarked that it had been a somewhat knotty point. 


The Home Secretary has issued an order, dated the 5th of January, 
applying the provisions of section 116 of the Factory and Workshops Act, 
1901, with modifications, to wholesale tailoring. The order provides that 
the provisions of the section shall apply, subject to the modifications, to 
factories and workshops in which wholesale tailoring is carried on, and to 
out-workers employed in wholesale tailoring and the occupiers and 
contractors by whom they are employed. The order is to come into force 
on the 2nd of Frebruary, 1903. 


It has been proposed by the Belgian Government, says the Times, that 
an International Conference of the Powers should be held to deal with the 
Whole question of bills of lading. Mr. Walter Howell, on behalf of the 
Board of Trade, has intimated to the Associations of Chambers of Com- 
merce ‘that the opinions of persons interested in this subject did not 
appear to be sufficiently in harmony to enable the Government to under- 
take the representation of any particular view, and therefore they were 
wable to take part in an International Conference. 


It is stated that the first list of habitual drunkards, known as the 
“black list,’? who have been convicted under the new Licensing Act and 
debarred from the purchase of intoxicating liquor for a period of three 
years, was issued at Scotland-yard on Friday night and distributed to the 
metropolitan police stations and courts on Saturday. Particulars are 
given of twenty persons who had been so convicted in the metropolis to 
the 8th of January, of the first five of whom photographs are also published. 
They are all women. Only a small minority of those mentioned in the 
‘ist aremen. The particulars recorded for the purpose of identification 
include name, age, height, complexion, shape of nose and face, and other 
peculiarity of build or feature, occupation, residence, districts frequented, 
With date and nature of conviction. 





On Wednesday, says the Daily Graphic, an action was tried before Mr. 
Justice Darling and a special jury, in which several Belgian lawyers gave 
evidence as to certain legal proceedings connected with the case that had 
taken place in Belgium. Counsel, dealing with the procedure in the 
Court of Appeal in Brussels, inquired whether the judges read the 
documents produced in the court below, or whether they simply listened to 
the advocates. Mr. Justice Darling: It depends, [ suppose, on the 
advocates. Some advocates miss points, and some do not. At least, some 
do here, in England. The Witness: It depends upon the judge as well. 
I have seen a judge sleeping on the bench sometimes. Mr. Justice 
Darling: I do not wish to be unduly inquisitive—is that the reason they 
always have three judges in Brussels? The Witness: It is probably one 
of the reasons why they have five judges. Mr. Justice Darling: So that if 
two go asleep there are three left. 


The little adventure of Lord Halsbury and the Master of the Rolls at 
Brighton the other day, says the St. James's Gazettee, when they were 
unable to obtain refreshment at a golf clubhouse, is an odd example of 
difficulty in understanding the full meaning of a new law until it has been 
experienced. Lord Halsbury, who has thus become the victim of one of his 
Government’s own Acts, the Licensing Act, 1902, is the exception to many 
rules—one of them that no criminal practitioner in England ever reaches 
the woolsack. The Brighton incident was not the first awkward experience 
the Lord Chancellor has had in the sphere which is essentially his own. 
There was a critical moment when he went up to the Speaker to take his 
seat in Parliament for the first time, and only the finding of his lost 
election return in somebody else’s hat enabled him to be sworn. He was in 
court once, too, when a free fight took place in a famous case in which he 
was defending a peer; and on another occasion a mad clergyman sent a 
bullet whizzing past his head in the Central Criminal Court. 


At the Bow-street police-court on Wednesday Mr. Marsham gave his 
decision on an important point raised before him the previous afternoon, 
as to whether the conviction of a publican for allowing a lottery to be 
carried on ought to be registered in accordance with the terms of section 
9 of the new Licensing Act, 1902. Mr. Marsham said the defendant was 
summoned under the Lottery Act (42 Geo, 2), 1802, which made it illegal 
for any one to exercise a lottery either in public or in private. The 
defendant was a publican, but he was not summoned as a licensed person. 
Section 9, sub-section 1, of the new Licensing Act, 1902, said that, in the 
event of a conviction for an offence committed by a licensed person as 
such, notice should be sent to the clerk of the licensing justices for the 
purpose of the conviction being registered. The defendant in this case 
had not, in his opinion, been .convicted as such licensed person. He 
thought the words ‘‘as such’’ meant convicted as a licensed person, and 
did not apply to a person who committed an offence distinct from his 
business as a licensed victualler. He was of opinion that in this case no 
notice should be given with a view to having the conviction registered. 


A moot of the Gray’s-inn Moot Society was held in Gray'’s-inn Hall on 
Monday, before the Hon. E. C. Macnaghten, K.C., president, when the 
following question was discussed: ‘‘ A., a company promoter, purchased a 
mine for £10,000, intending to sell it for £100,000 to a company to be 
formed by him. He completed his purchase, formed the company, 
providing it with a board of directors under his control, and caused it to 
purchase the mine from him for £100,000. The company obtained large 
subscriptions from the public on a prospectus prepared by A., which 
fraudulently concealed that the board was not independent, and that A. 
was himself the promoter, and was making a protit on the sale. The 
company was unsuccessful, and at the end of a year a new and independent 
board was appointed. A.’s transactions were then brought to light, and 
proceedings were commenced against him. Pending the proceedings a 
rich vein of ore was discovered, and the mine was ascertained to be worth 
more than £100,000. Can any!proceedings be maintained against A.?”’ 
After arguments, Mr. Macnaghten, K.C., said: The case was put in two 
ways. It was argued in the first place that A. was bound to account for 
the profits he had made, and in the next place that he was liable in 
damages. On the first point the claim is well founded. On the facts 
stated A. cannot retain the profits he made. The claim for damages fails. 
No loss was, in fact, sustained by the company. 


The Quill gives the form of a building agreement relating to property in 
Bristol, dated November 17th, 1472, as follows :—‘* This Indenture made 
between Alice Chester, of Bristol, widow, some time the wife of Harry 
Chester, of Bristol, draper, on the one party, and Stephen Morgan, of 
Bristol, carpenter, on the other party, witnesseth that the said Stephen 
hath covenanted with the same Alice and him bindeth by these presents 
to make well, workmanly, and surely of good timber and boards, a new 
house, in the High Street of Bristol, with floors, windows, doors, and 
partitions, and all other things of timber.work belonging to the same 
house, except laths and lattices, which said new house shall be set between 
the tenement called the Bull on the one party, and the tenement in which 
one Jone a Cork, Corviser [cordwainer or shoemaker], now dwelleth in, on 
the other party, containing in length 19 feet and 5 inches of size, and in 
wideness 10 feet and 4inches ; and the said Stephen shall make in the said 
[house] a shop, a hall above the same, with an oriel [bay window], a 
chamber above the hall with an oriel, and another chamber above that by 
the Feast of the Annunciation of our Lady next coming, for which house 
so to be made by the same Stephen the said Alice granteth, and her 
bindeth by this present [writing] to pay unto the said Stephen £6 ls. 4d. 
sterling ; that is to say, at the feast of the Nativity of our Lord next coming 
£3, at flooring of the said house 33s, 4d., and at the end of the same work 
40s. Also, it is accorded, that it shall be lawful to the same Stephen to 
have and take as his own all the old timber for the said old house without 
any gain-saying of the same Alice, or any other for her, or in her name. In 
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witness, &c. Given the 17th day of the month of } 
year of the reign of King Edward IV.—Hardyng.”’ 
Town Clerk of Bristol. ] 


November, in the 12th 
[The mas Hardyng was 








For Tsroat Irarration anp Coven ‘“ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes ”’ 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 74d. and 1s. 1}d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvrt. ] 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
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The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


Jan. 25.—Mesrs. Atrzep Savitt & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p.m.:—Homerton, N.E. 
Freehold Gr: ene Ss, amounting to about £1,130 per annum, with reversions to fi il 
rack-rentals, at terms varying ft ears, of about £12,710 a year, arising 
from fully-licensed premises. an off-licence house, several shops, and ahout 330 
dwelling-howes,&c. Solicitors, Messr<. Walters & Co., London. (See advertisements, 
this week, p. 4 

Jan. 3).—Mesrs. E. & 8. Suitu, at Mart, at 2:—Camden Town: Freehold Dwelling- 
mene let at £76 12s. per ar , Long oe se <chok i Dwelling- house ; 

licitors, Mewx. ickersteth, and Ellix, London.—Holloway : 
elling-house: let at £39. Solicitors, Mews. Boulton, Sons, & 
eman. ian mdon. (‘Se advertisement, J: 


Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Fripar, Jan. 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES 


Lisitey ix CER) 


Bi-sur. Peat 4 ( L TED Petn for imding up, presente’ Dec 3, directed to bx 
beard Jan 12. and was adjourned) to be hea Jan 27. Swann & Co, 27, Leadenhall «t 
ors & Shaw, Leek, wiors for pitfl«. Notice of app aring must reac! h 
t t. jatet than 6 0 cioek Im the afte ron of Jan 26 
Cuvrozy Hawes & Co, Lawstev —Croditors are Toy ‘ma or before Feb 21, to send in 
thear memes amy) addreee~, amd the particular« of their di or aims, to Colin Cooper, 
=. Prmecee «. Maneheter (hamixtiayne & csr No rfolk st, Strand, solors for 
beyuviatwr 
Hewson Ces Las f Axiten Crelitors are juirel, on or before Jan 31, to send 
thet? names cmd wil mul the 3 cular of ¢ debt» sims, to Fred Gr 
? i th ii jenr Gey wT Chaise, to rrederic Grime, 
36, Lee lame, Horwich 
Iau Isveeruest Ts t, Learrep~ Creditors are require’, on or before Feb ®, to send their 
amd the purticulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Henry 
Maméom Howe. Ingle & Co, Broad # House, wlors for 


Creditors are required, on or before Feb 
rticulars of their debts or claims, to 
, Bronewiek ot, Liverpool. Laces 


March 2, to send their names and 
r Caima,to Henry Yoo, 5, Bampfylde xt, 
warn f uUMiatw 
Sew Lacus: weer _ ” relives ave required, on or before Veh 10, to send their 
seman xi) afl) 1 nme a the particulars of their dette or claim, to Maurice H. Mill«, 
. Cowen © leapewl 
Seretsas Gouwririos Devetorurs? Co, Lamiren—Crefitere ar required, om or before 
¥ Gi Ws wi thes nees 2nd wAdremen, anA the particulars of their debts or daims, to 
tiem Tttie Whassnh, 4, Crvwn evart, iA Wren t, Con ke Latime, Tower Royal 
Conan #., where bor Vieguidaton sy 
Roots Weta Exrvsveves Co, Lax yA Speirs are required, om or before VA ®, to 
metals 1m Chess tents 260) often, aa the particulars (A their deta and aims, to Henrs 
be Mevesttad, 72), W ices Brum, DA Korvall 
ey 4 Warwn : Ssusy ro Veu tn winding ap, } Jan 10, directed ty be heard 
a Z Ture, C1, (alte #&, liveryr verre tor peta Notice of appearing must 
reas Che wherve masa wih, ater than 6 0 Ao, in Che atterncom A San 2B 
Teenexess Verw re: Comvany, Lanvren Vets gx winking up, preenteA Jan 6, Mrected 
te te heard ot the Town ial, Cardift. on Ve 5. Toennas & Vrain, Castle A, Cardiff, 
wwe va ua, Bhuse A aypating men reach the alervenamed wA later than 6 
SGe ia Ge eerarm 4 ¥A 4 


creme ssl 


Liwdimn Gaitte, Terews Jan, B 
JIST BTOCK COMVARIES 
laustem is Cnexcvry 
pate Critters: are paphre) on in edie March 4, ws wd 


wt the parties: A Cdr Gthe on Gatine, 4 VO, Vedting 
Y wah 14, Airs naw 


Co-Operative ADVERTISERS, Limirep —Petn for winding up, presented Jan 15, directed to 
be heard Feb 3. Dale & Co, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 2 
Evectrric AnD GeneraL Contract Corporatioy, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before Feb 26, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Ernest Frank Peirson, 17, Hertford st, Coventry. Hughes & Masser, Coventry . Solon: 
for liquidator 
Excetsion Trust Synpicate, Liw1rep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to sen@ 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert 
Kidson, 6, St James’s sq, Manchester. Janion & Hall, solors for liquidator 
Giapiators, Limrrep (1x Liguipation)—Creditors are required, residing in the United 
Kingdom, on or before March 1, and elsewhere, June 1, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars_of their debts or claims, to W: illiam Neil, 35, Walbrook. Julius « 
Thomas, Finsbury cres, solors to liquidator 
Gotp Coast Estates, Limrrep—Creditors are required on or before Feb 27 to send their 
names and a s, and particulars of their debts or — to Lawrence Robert 
Dicksee, Copthalll House, No 48, Copthall av. Cox & Lafone, Tower Royal, Cannon st, 
solors for liquidator : 
Hitt Exp Consors, Limirep (1x Votuntary Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on 
or before Feb. 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Thomas Swinney, 9, Saint Mildred’s ct. Kirkley, Copthall av, solor for 
liquidator 
Mostuiy Reaister Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb. 25, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Frank Rooke 
Ley, 55, Lincoln’s inn fields 








Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Crain. 


Loniton Gazette.—-Tvespvay, Jan. 13. 


Saran, Crediton, Devon Jan 30 Manning v Wellington, Byrne, J 


Hi RSON, 
V ington, jun, Crediton 


Last Day or CrarM. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 16. 
Beat, ge Cherryhinton, Cambridge, Farmer Feb 28 Ginn & Matthew, Cam- 
briage 
Beit, Jaxz,Sunderland Feb14 Stockdale, Sunderland 
S:unt, Sir WitusaM, South Kensington Feb 16 Cope & Co, Gt George st, Westminster 
Bowker, James, Southsea March1 Coulton & Son, King’s Lynn 
BauockweLi, Frepericxk Ricuarp, Trinder rd, Crouch Hill Feb 6 Bryson & Wells 
Lawrence In, Cheapside 
Browse, Lennox, Mansfield st, Portland pl, FRCS March 13 
Lincoln’s inn 
tuLLock, CLement, Newcastle under Lyne Feb21 Ash, Stoke upon Trent 
suzy, Tuomas, Sutton under Brailes, Glos, Farmer Feb 21 Aplin & Co, Banbury 
Burrerwortn, Joun Pitiine, Farnsfield, Notts March1 Watson, Bury 
Cuampercats, General Sir Crawrorp Trotter, GCIE, CSI, Lordswood, nr Southampton 
March 31 Gasquet & Metcalfe, Gt Tower st 
Comer, Isaac, Lyng, Norfolk, Farmer Feb 28 Barnard & Cross, Norwich 
Coorgn, Tuomas, Leytonstone, Coachbuilder Feb17 Vincent & Vincent, Leytonstone 
Cox, E:szaseru, South Kensington March 25 Todd & Co, Chancery In 
Ceicx, Exizasetu, Newmarket, All Saints, Cambridge Jan 29 Bendall & Sons, New- 
market 
France, Hiram, Soothill Bailey, Yorks, Grocer Feb14 Gledhill, Dewsbury 
Gaze, Herex, North Walsham, Norfolk Feb 28 Bull & Duncan, Watling -t 
Gitpee, Water Surrn, Peckham Rye Feb14 Smith, Reigate 
Grover, Ateert, Walthamstow Feb18 Randall & Son, Copthall bldg 
Guattam, Acveey, Harringay, Builder March 1 Evans & Co, Theobald’s rd, Bu 
row 
Have, Geronce Cuances, Prescot, Lancs March 9 Pennington & Son, Li 
‘ds 
Hasmoxo, Wittiam Gronae, Aston, Warwick Feb 28 Tyler & Deighton, Bb suing sham 
Hanwoov, GroucianA Many Any, West India Dock rd, Poplar Keb 28 obbing, 
Sow wt 
Huug, = LLAM Scureimen, Solicitor, Cardiff Feb13 Berkeley, Cardiff 
Jaunoixe, Kowanp, Birke nhead, Joiner Feb 17 Holden & Cotton, Birkenhead 
J . “ pwakrp, Wellington, Salop Feb 28 James & Jumes, Wrexham 
La saanemt Tuomas, Haworth, Yorks, Rate Collector Feb 20 Lister & Turner, Keighley 
Livre, Marrugw, Hampstead, Merchant Mar 1 Stephenson & Co, Lombard st 
Lower, Feepenick, South Croydon, Stationer Feb 28 emo Frederick pl, Old Jewry 
Lyon, Frayxx, Staines Feb 21 Berkeleys, Lincoln inn fields 
Maiswanine, Raxpo.rn, Highgate Marl Western & Sons, Essex st, Strand 
Mi tsonnow, Hassan, Cadogan ter, Victoria Park Feb 14 Smith, Fenchurch bldg» 
Mitusoros, Wiassam, Ashton in Makerficld, Shopkeeper March 41 Wall, Claren 
chimbrs, Wallgate 
Mosx, Mancaner Ans, Oxton, Chester Feb 28 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 
O' Bares, Rev Avovuxos Cuan.es Svavvoup, Bemer, Suffolk March 2 Grimwade & Son, 
Hadleigh, Suffolk 
Osoun, Cranes, Birmingham, Merchant Feb 20 Cottrell & Son, Birm'ngham 
Pacnen, Buovantron, Waleot, Hath Feb 28 Stone & Co, Bath 
Pauvon, Joun Fatxxun, Portslade by Sea, Sumex {Civil Kngineer Feb 1s Stoncham & 
Bons, Fenchurch st 
Prexine, Many, Hughenden, Bucks March 1 Blin, High Wycoml» 
Pennine, WILLIAM, Ruste mien, Bucks, Farmer Mare hi Bliss, High Wycomb 
Hassmrrvou, iaza, Liverpool Feb 2 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 
Lvveowon, Hewny, Lewisham Feb 4 Smith, Fenchurch bidgs 
Hioey, Wussan, Stretford, Lanes Veb 14 Boyer & Co, Manchester 
Keow, Wiasam, Hall Hammonds, Kinlet, Palop, Yeoman March 2 Mau 
Kewdle 
KoniveNEK Wiss ¥ Mevw, O14 Broad et Vebi2 Cleme min & Co, Old Browd et 
Hit AMMAN, w AAAM, Vleet wood, lances, Tobacconist Keb 27) Caulter, Fleetwood 
Mime, Vaxoenion, Ventoor, lot W, LicenweA Vietuniler Feb ai Colenutt, Ryde 
hurr, Wittsan "Joun, Went Dulwich, Builder Feb i7 Woomam & mimith, Chancery 
Jous laaac, King ot, Bolicitw March 10 Montagu & Co, Hucklorsbu 


Farrar & Co, Manchorter 
Mmith & Pom, 


Calkin & Co, Stone bldg: 


Perissmere, 
snrnvns, Janes, Altrincham, Solicitor March 7 
res ” sum, Joun Kanye, Kew Dridge rd, Middlesex, Solicitor Veh vs 
Verulam bidgs, Gray's inn 

Muna, Wissen, Crepe bymemdebury, Dorset Veb 2 Nanton & Maurine) 
Tour’, BUnAMHAN, Kast Brierley, Bradford Keb il Armitage, Leodn 

Tey, Jawwn, Norham, Northumberland Vebl6 mith, Berwick upon Tweed 
Tounset., Manoasuer, Oxteom, Chester Jan ti Jones & Oo, Liverpool 

W avawowrn, Haun, Under litte, Bradford Veh Nichwrdaon, Hradford 
Wan, Maus, Mis gwood, Koutharmpton, Innkeeper Marwh 2s Jackwn & Co, Kingwood 
Wau, Toomas, wl vale usar lyme, Hardware Dealer Vel) 10 Mpromton, Newe 

untlet | yin 


sridpent 
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Wavisu, Susay, Devonport Feb 21 Tidley & Son, Plymouth 

Weexes, Henry, Brondesbury, Artist Feb 28 Ellis & Co, Old Jewry 

WuiTcHEX, Eten Resecca, Uckfield Feb 13 Dawson, Uckfield 

Wu.ey, THomas, Greasbrough, nr Rotherham, Yorks, Butcher March 2 
Coward, Rotherham 


Oxley & 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 20. 


ipporonts, Roanat Reay, Newcastle upon Tyne Feb 28 Mather & Dickinson, Newcastle 

upon Tyne 

gusenvice, Dantet, Plumstead, Kent Feb15 White, Bedford row 

ATKINS, JAMES, Waterloo, Lanes March 2 Smith, Liverpool 

Biasp, WALTER, West Hartlepool March 31 Yeoman & Waldy, Darlington 

BowrtnG, GkorGE Epwarp, Manchester Haworth, Manchester 

Brows, CAnotine Mary, Lichfield March 3 Wright & Marshall, Birmingham 

Brows, Jous SamveEt, Lea Grange, nr Lichfield, Staffs Feb 26 Barnes & Son, Lichfield 

Brows, Josepn, C wintillery, Mon, Colliery Fireman Feb19 Edwards, Newport, Mon 

Brown, Mary Lest ER, Pendleton, nr Manchester Jan 31 Watson & Booth, Manchester 

Canter, Ropert Suxpircu, Bristol Feb 20 Stanley & Co, Bristol 

Cuark, CHARLES Freperick Davisoy, Hornsey Feb 16 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford 
row 

Cerep, Maria Louisa, Surbiton March 1 Guscotte & Co, Essex st, Strand 

Cause, Epwarp, Heaton Park, Manchester, Builder Feb 24 Lingard & Gaunt, Manchester 

Ecxers_tvy, WiLtrAm, Rotherham, Yorks, Engineer Feb 15 Gichard, Rotherham 

E.uott, Epwarpv, Modbury, Devon Mar 20 Wilson, Plymouth 

Fappy, Harries, F Pembroke Feb 28 Lock & Muncaster, Tenby 

Fraser, WittiAM, Kinsgley, Staffs, Quarry Manager Feb 7 Cull & Brett, Cheadle Stoke- 
on Trent 

Fevert, ALrrep Joun, Finchley Mar2 Herbert, Cork st, Burlington gdns 

GairsKELL, Mary Catuerine, Leamington, Warwick "Feb 20° Field & Sons, Lea- 
mington 

Guvorv, WiLt1am, Redhill, Surre y Feb19 Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton av 

Harrison, GeorGe, Ashton under Lyne, Gardener Feb 24 Ellison, Ashton under Lyne 

HartTiey, Fravcis, Liverpool, Solicitor Feb 14 Clarke, Liverpool 

Haves, Witt1am, Lye, Worcester Feb 2 Mobberley, Lye 


4 


| Henruors, James, Birkenh 


& Co, 
| Joves, Lucretia EvizaBera, Moore, nr W: 
| Jones, Rosert Laycrorp, Bangor, Surgeon Ps 20 Jones, Bangor 


Haves, Zepporan, Lye, Worcester Feb 2 Big me Lye 

HEADRIDGE “Wiis, Manchester Haworth, Manch 

ead Feb9 Dalby & Moore, Birkenhead 

| JONES, Josrepu Epuw nD, Failsworth, nr Manchester, Theatrical Proprietor Jan 3) Walker 


om Feb20 Slater & Co, Manchester 


Joxes, Tuomas LLEwe.tyy, Aberdare, Confectioner a 13. Evans, Aberdare 
Kexsuaw, Exiza, Rochdale’ Feb 24 Molesworth & White, Rochdale 
nG, SIDNEY Jous, Grays, Essex, Baker March 1 nag Be Grays 
ARTHY, Mary, Wiesbaden Feb 28 Rehders & Higgs, M In 


MAckENziE, | Sir ALEXANDER, KCSI, Holmbury St Mary, Dorking g Feb 23 Morgan & Co, 


Old Broad st 

Martix, Wittiam, Walsall, General Dealer Feb7 Armstrong, Walsall 

Mur tRELL, Faasx, Holland Park av, Baker Feb 19 Wossnanel « Smith, Chancery In 

P: James, Waterloo Feb 28 Sampson & Co, Liverpool 

Searcy Evizaseta, Wallsend Jan 28 Drury, Newcastle upon Tyne 

2yDER, CHARLES, Leeds, Common Brewer ex ~* Simpson & Co, Leeds 

Sanpears, Grorge Woo.rey, Redcar, Yorks Feb Stockton on Tees 

Sawer, Wit Am, Threlkeld, Cumberland, Say Jan 31 Broatch & C ‘o, Keswick 

Scott, Marcaret, Hampton Court Feb 26 Gamlen & Co, Gray’ s inn sq 

Scrivex, Mary Asx Hozsey, Somerton, Somerset Feb 7 Louch % Co, Langport, 
Somerset 

S.ater, Mary, Lichfield Feb 26 Barnes & Son, Lichfield 

Suirn, James, West Bromwich, Builder March7 Eaden, Birmi ngham 

Tuompsoy, Jounx, Rochdale Feb? Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 

Trveman, Tuomas Georce, Harborne, Bi Feb20 Jeffery & Co, Birmingham 

Watkex, Epwarv, Stainland, near Halifax, Farmer Feb 24 Longbotham & Sons, 
Halifax 

Wartiine, Cuartes Wy AT, Exmouth Feb15 Rising & Ravenscroft, King William st 


| Wextwonrn, Cuarces, Silver st, Kensington, Pawnbroker Feb 2) Freeman & Son, 


Foster In, Cheapside 
Witt a Davip Evay, Hirwain,Glam Feb13 Evans, Aberdare 
Woops, He nae 208, Gorleston, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owner Feb1 Burton & Son, Gt 
Yarmout. 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Jan. 13. 
e ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Taenveit, James, Crowthorne, Berks, Builder Reading 
Adjud Aug 11, 1902 Annul Dec 11, 1902 

Newsoy, Ricaarp Jouy, Middlesbrough, Yorks 
Adjud Jan 20, 1887 Annul Jan 6, 1903 


Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 


Brighton Pet Nov 28 
Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 14 


Ord Jan 14 
London Gazetie.—F uipay, Jan. 16. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Avaus, Georer, Ilkeston, Derby, Florist Derby 
12 Ord Jan 12 

Bat., Tuomas, Dalston, Plumber High Court Pet Dec 23 
Ord Jan 12 

Barnes, Harry, Bingham, Notts, Saddler Nottingham 
Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 

Bovey, Zantiz Ropert, Accrington, Gas Meter Inspector 
Blackburn Pet Jan13 Ord Jan 18 

ho.ron, Rusuton, Colne, Lanes, Joiner Bnrnley Pet Jan 
12 Ord Jan 12 

Boxcry, Ropert Henry,and Ervest Cairns, Charing Cross 
ri, Leather Merchants High Court Pet Jan 12 Ord 
Jan 12 

Baayys, Mary Evizasetn, Burton on Trent Burton on 
Trent Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 

Burn, ALEXANDER, jun, Ramsholt, , Cae, Farm Bailiff 
Ipswich Pet Jan13 Ord Jan 1 

Cuare, Witniam Wrst ry, ieien on Thames, Pro- 
vision Merchant High Court Pet Nov 24 Ord 
Jan 18 

Davies, James Harrirs, Milford Haven, 
Butcher Pembroke Dock Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 

Duerry, Jonny, Salford, Grocer Salford PetJan 12 Onrd 
Jan 12 

Davey, Cuartes Arruur Wa tro.x, Teddington Kings- 


Pet Jan 
Dec 23 Ord Jan 9 
Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 


Jan i4 Ord Jan 4 


Ord Dee ll 


Pet Nov 27. Ord Dee 11 


ruptey bldgs, Carey st 


Cavey st 


on, Surrey Pet. 2 Ord Ji ° . Buse, Avexanprr, jun, Ramsholt, Suffolk, Farm Bailiff 

ton, Surrey Put dan is Ord Jan 18 Jan Wat ll Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Boarding house Keeper Bangor Pet Jan M4 Ord | Cave, Euma Jane, Newport, I of W, Costumiere Jan 24 
atl2 O#f Ree, 19, Quay st, Newport, Isle of Wight 


Fisuen, Hersert Wittiam, Craigydon, Llandudno, 


Squire, Gaprier Lane, Willenhall, Staffs, Lock Manufac- 
turer Wolverhampton Pet Jan14 Ord Jan 14 


Swaye, Joun Murray, Kem B pom Brighton, Contractor Pivexscaorr, Joux, Northwich, Timber Merchant Jan 3» 
Jan 12 i Bao. 


York Towxirx, Wriitram, Manchester, Pawnbroker Manchester Ropsox, Jory 
Trueman, Samvet, Derby, Bricklayer Derby Pet Jan 14 Rogers, Wiretram, Tenby, Pembroke, Hairdresser 


Turner, Jounx, Bardney, Lines, Poultry Dealer's Manager 
Lincoln Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 12 

Wess, Exxest Henry, Nazing, Essex, Hay Dealer Hert- Saacxierox, Arrave, Gt Horton, Bradford, Buibler 
ford Pet Dee 6 Ord Jan 10 

Wheat, Cartes, Manchester, Hawker Nottingham Pet Smrtu, Ausxanper Frsiay, South Hampstead Jan 25 at 12 


Wuirrtr, Joux, Rotherham, Yorks, Chemist 
Wititams, Jossrn, Aston, Birmingham, 


Birmingham Pet Jan 13 
Wi.sox, Eprru, Handsworth, Grocer Birmingham Pet Tnoxsox. Jos, Brecon, Solicitor’s Clerk Jan 27 at3 1%. 


Amended notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of Dee 16: 


Srvart, Joux, Watford, Herts High Court Pet Oct 31 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Pembroke, Batt. Tuomas, Dalston, Plumber Jan 26 at IL Bank- Avaus, Grorce, Tkeston, Derby, Florist Pet Jan 


Boncry, Rongert Henny, and Eayest Cateys, Charing Cross Barwes, Haney, 
nl, Leather Merchants Jan 26 at 12 Bankruptey bigs, 


Rozsoxs, Jouxn Tuomas, Maidstone, Licensed Victualler Pranrse, Feanx, Luton, Auctioncer Jan Sat12 Red Lion 
Maidstone Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 12 
Sairn, ALEXANDER pr South Hampstead High Court Paratenerr, Cuartes, Bishampton, Worcester, Farmer 


Hotel, Laton 


Jan 24 atll 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 


Rarreay, Joux, Pontyeymmer, Garw Valley. Glam, Builder 
Jan 26at12 Off Ree, 117, St Mary st, Carditf 
at 10.30 Ro Hotel, Crewe 

womas, Maidstone, Licensed Victualler 

Jan Batll 9, King st, Maidstone 

Jan 24 
at 12.45 Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Scarporoveu, Mavaice, Wimbledon, Secretary Jan 35 at 
12.3) Off Rec, 24, Railway app, London Bridz 
Jan %at3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Swaxe, Jos Mcrgay, Kemp Town, Brighton, Contractor 
Jan Bat3.20 Off Rec, Pavilion bidgs, Bright 

Coal Merchant Swires, Frayx, Bradford, Butcher 

Ree, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 


Sheffield Pet 


: tehton 
Jan Bat 33) OF 
Ord Jan 1 


Hight st, Merthyr Tréfil 

Tosaxer, Mary Cnasgvorrs, Lorne Park, Bournemouth. 
Lodging house Proprietres Jan M at 1 Of Rex, 
Endless st, Salisbury 

Vickers, Grones, Leicester, Butcher Jan Sat 1222) Of 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


Voysry, Wititam, Kington on Thames, Butcher Kingston W'ttiams, Grones, Merthyr Tyifil, Colliery Repaiser 


Jan Wat3 135, High st, Merthyr Tydsil 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ord Jan 12 

. Notts, Saddler Nottingham 
Pet Jan MM Ord Jan 

Bovex, Zanry. Rosxar, Accrington, Gas Meter Inspector 
Rlackbura Pet Jan i3 Ord Jan 13 

Boures, Ruswres, Colme, Lames, Joiner Burnley ht 
Jani2 Oni Jan 

Baays, Many Busassra, Barter on Trent Barter 

) 


, Groner, jun, Harborne, Staffs, Corn Merchant > Cuarr, Wituiam Werstiey, Kingston on Thames, Provision Treat Pet Jan 10 Ond Jan lv 


Birmingham Pet Deo 22 Ord Jan 12 Merchant Jan 27 at 12 
bury Pet Jan6 Ord Jan 12 

Gaaves, Oscar Wittiam, New Cross, Builder Greenwich 
Pet Doc 5) Ord Jan 18 

Haut, Hexary Scorr, Dormington, 
Hereford Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 12 


Hereford, 


tied Pet Dec 80 Ord Jan 18 

Hauiry, 
Court Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

Jackson, WitttAm Herserr, Gt Yarmouth, Grocer’s Assist-  _Deantixa, Srerury, 
ant Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan ld Ord Jan 4 

Krrouex, Jounxy, Shepley, nr Hudderstield, Licensed 
Victualler Huddersfield Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 9 

Lavaxncn & Co, Cantus M, Liverpool, Merchants  Liver- 
pool Pet Jan Ord Jan 4 

MeFavor, Wintiam, Kidderminster, Confectioner Kidder. 
minster Pet Jan lt Ord Jan lt 

inn, Henny, Owlerton, Sheffield, Builder Shettiold Pet 

Jan iz Ord Jan lv 

Mawriy, James Wintsas, Clacton on Sea, Estate Agont 
Colchester Pet Deo 8 Ord Jan 10 

Marrocx, Cuannea, Leicester, Wagonette Proprietor 
Lelooster Pot Jan 12 Ord Jan ty 


Fixen, James, Boscombe, 


bury 
Hanken, Josern, Thoraton, 


Bankrup‘ey bidgs, Carey st Be 
Sueno, Wavtrer Cuanues, Deal, Coal Merchant Canter- | CLavrox, Taomas, Altrincham, Cheshire, Builder Jan 3 
at 2.80 Off Reo, Byrom st, Manchester Cooma, 
Cowarp, Marrurw, Barrow in Furness, Labourer Jan wT 
at 11.80 Off Ree, 16, Cornwallis st, Rarrow in Furness _ pousery, Jows, Salfand, Greer Salford Pat Jan 2 Onl 
Farmer Cox, Cnaries, Melton Mowbray, Auctioneer’s Porte Jan 18 
Jan Watl2 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Haycock, Faeprnick, Bradley Greon, Staffs, Grocer Maccles- | Davina, Heyry, Abergwynti, Glam, 
Matll Off Ree, 31, Alexandr ni, Swansea 
ALexanpen, Gt St Andrew'sst, Bookseller High | Davins, Rouser Joux, Leyster, Hereford, Labourer Jan 
Wat 10 4, Corn sq, Leominster 
Chichester, Builder Jan 2 at 2.0 
Off Ree, 4, Pavilion Mdgs, Brighton 
Fru, Marrarw Park, Rarrow in Furness, Butcher Jan 
Wat ll Ol Reo, 16, Cornwallis st, Rarrow in Purness 
Southampton, Confeetioner's 
Manager Jan 24 at 12.90 


Rradfond, Joiner Jan ® at KL ¥, Shepley, 
2.30 Off Reo, 2 ‘Tyrrel st, Bradford Ereeaan, SOE, 


Jouxster, Thomas Rave, Rochdale, Toy Dealer Jan vt 
at 11.15) Town Hall, Rochdale Dee IT Ord Jan 2 

Mawr, danas Wintiam, Clacton on Sea, Bette Agent Locarreni, J, Newenstle on 
Jan 3 at Wd) Cups Hotel, Colchester 


am, AURXANDESR, Jum, Ramsholt, SafiWik, Farm BRallit 
Ipswich Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan I 

Grornes Hewey, Cherter. Coach Painter 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Jan $3 Oni Jan 1S 


Row gps, Hevey, Porta, Hants, Pimane'al Agent Port 
mouth Pet July 4 Ord Jan 
Fisurr, Heeaeer Writzax, Craigwdon, Liamteimo, Bank 
ing house K Bangor Pet Jan Mo Oni Jan 2k 
Freexp, Wacres Onantas, Deal, Coal Merchant Canter. 
bary Pet Jans Oni Jan 
Hasusy, Avexaxpes, Gt St Andrew's , Bowkeller High 
Couwt PetJan BS Ord Jan 8 
Hawarnerexn, Mary, Liverpool, Trank Manufacturer 
. Liverpodl Pet Dee ® Ord Jan 
Of Reo, Endless st, Salh=  Jyoxsax, Whiatam Hexesat, Gt Yarmouth, (Greeer’s 
Awistant Gt ¥ Wet Jan Me Oni Jan 
we BdieedieM, Laweed 
waller Hudktorsfiedd Bet Jan @ Ord Jan? 
Kees, Lovwre, Walthamstow, Raker High Qoert Bye 


Tyee, Prev nee Newedkant 
Neweastloen Tyme Pet Now 8 Ord Jon 2 


Coltiery Haulier Jan 





Mowr, Preven, Leigh, Lancs, Tea Dealer Bolton Pet Jani > Marrook, Crarues, Leicester, Waggonette Proprietor gor annex, Whaatam, Rnbermaster, peaereel Radios 


Ord Jan 
Pack, Lawneven Winiuiam, Lowndes wy, Lieutenant High Morr, Pevns, Lod 
Court Pet Deo 10 Ond Jan 14 Kxohangre st, ton 


Paviy, Gerona Rain, Chichoster, Clerk Brighton Pot Jan  Newronp, Wirwtam, Canta VYrinter 

Uarey st 

Pavk, Lawnevor Writiam, Lowndes sg, Liowtenant Jan pPavky, Gitomer Baa, Giiekester, Cheek Regheen NO 
Weatl Bankruptey thks, Carey st 


WW Ond Jan ie Hankruptoy bldg, 
tanndoy, Tuomad, Runcorn, Chester Warrington Pet 
Janis Ond Jan 

MAupaon, Thomaa W, Tlandeworth, Statiy, Butcher 


Paury, Grower Rai, Chie 
Birmingham Pot Jan'2 Ovd Jani 


Jan Wats Of Reo, 1, Rerridge wh, 
, Lanes, Tea Dealer 


Off Reo, 4, Pavilion Rktga, Royghton 


awoster 


minster PetJan hd Oni Jaa 
Jan Wats 1, 


Marrow, Ot antes, Leitesten, W tte «= Peopertetee 
Leieester Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan * ae 


Jan Wat UL Mowe, Pewee, Lot, Lames Ba Dealer Botton Pet Jan 5S 
Ont Jan 12 


Jan Onl Jaa 
Jan Wat 2d — Pr accwma, Showiy Hemmer, Reda Worcester, Carpenter 
‘ Rirwigham Pe daad Oni Jaa 8 


oy Chork 
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Ricnarpson, Tuomas, Runcorn, Chester Warrington Pet 
Jani13 Ord Jan 13 

Ricuuoyp, Atrrep Jares, Cow Cross st, Merchant High 
Court Pet Dec 20 Ord Jan 10 

Rossox, Jouxn Tuomas, Maidstone, — Victualler 
Maidstone Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 

Squrae, Gasriri Laye, Willenhall, Staffs, Lock Manufac- 
turer Wolverhampton Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 

Swaye, Joux Murray, Kemp Town, Brighton, Contractor 
Brighton Pet Nov 28 Ord Jan 14 

SzmvuKvesky, Morris, Houndsditch, Shirt Manufacturer 

Court Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 10 
Tuomsox, Joux, Brecon, Solicitor’s Clerk Merthyr Tydfil 
et Dec 15 Ord Jan 12 

Tomuix, Wituram, Manchester, Pawnbroker Manchester 
Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 14 

Trvemay, Samvet, Derby, Bricklayer Derby Pet Jan 14 
Ord Jan 14 

Turyer, Joux, Bardney, Lincs, Poultry Dealer’s Manager 
Lincoln Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 12 

Whirr, Atrrep, Moreton in the Marsh, Glos, Farmer 
Banbury Pet Dec18 Ord Jan 12 

Whuitet, Joux, Rotherham, Yorks, Chemist Sheffield Pet 
Jani12 Ord Jan 12 

Wises, Eporra, Handsworth, Grocer Birmingham Pet 
Janil4 Ord Jan 14 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Woturr, Arruvr, 124, Fenchurch st, Wine Merchant High 
Court Adjud Nov 22,1894 Annul Aug 19, 1902 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


| GREE 


Ainzty, Jawts Atrrep, Newgate st, Tailor High Court | 


S 


Ree Ord Jan 14, 1901 Adjud Jan 24, 1901 Rese & | 


Annul Noy 18, 1902 
Londen Gazette.— Tvespay, Jan. 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aiport, Sipsty Rotaxp, Aston New Town, Birmingham, 
Furniture Dealer Birmingham Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 16 

Asprews, Hexzy Sepriuvs, Bengeworth, Evesham, Wor- 
cester, Baker Worcester Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 16 

Barser, Wiit1am Joux, Staplehurst, Kent, Licensed Vic- 
tualler tans Pet Jan 16 Ord Jam 16 

Bepet:, tam Jonx, C eceungiam, Salop, Farmer 
RP ne Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 1 

Cuaxpier, Frepeni somas, Hamm« adie Green, Buildez 

yithampton Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 15 

Cortixs, Caanies, Sparkhill, Furniture Upholsterer Bir- 
mingham Pet Jani15 Ord Jan 15 

Dawseoxs, Freep, Oldham, Box Maker Oldham Pet Jan 16 
Ord Jan 16 

Fivx, Cuartes Westoxs Lanxocier, Russell sq, Bloomsbury, 
Solicitor Croyd Pet Dec i2 Ord Jan 13 

Fostre, Wi11am Percy, Loughborough, Fruit Merchant 
Leicester Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Guser, Feepezicx, Watford, Oil Merchant St Albans 
Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 13 

Gitpee, Jous, Faileworth, Lanes, Grocer Oldham Pet 
Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 

Greooas, CaTnzeixse, Ramegate, Boarding house Keeper 
Canterbury Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 16 

Haxsoxp, Jonx, Harrogate, Baker York Pet Jan 15 
Ord Jan 15 

Hazxer, Josxru, Thornton, Bradford, Joiner Bradford 
Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 

Hiteucocs, Nozruasx Jzssr, Hook, nur 
Wilts, Baker Swindon Pet Jan 15 

Jay & Co, M, Hatton gin, Ay sap Man: factur T 
High Court Pet Jan 13 n 

Junsses, Guonce, Marxke by the Sea Middlesbrough Pet 
Jan 14 Ord Jan 14 

Juneuxszs, T, Newcastle on Tyne, Provision Importer 
Neweastle on Tyne Pet Jan6 Onl Jan 16 

Lowy, Tuomse Heser, Lex iceter, "Boot Manufa-ture 
Lawceter Pet Janis Ori Jani 

Osmesr, Rx > ALFXasvze, ‘Neweasth om Tyne, 
‘Temperance Hi fel Proprietor Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
Jan 16 Ord Jan ¥ 

Pacare, Ferevre Ls 
Pet Jani7 Ord Jan 17 

Pirect, Agture Be 
Pt Janis Ord. 

Poitsenv, SJ ames 

~— Arhtom under Lorn 

































™ 


u, Norwich, Plumber Norwich 


York, Off Licence Holder York 





Crom, Hyde, Plectriaal Engineer 
Pett Dec Si Pet Jar 15 





Rowen, Asteoxy Stasiry, Hyde Park =, Mining Engineer 
High Cx ue Pet Jani Ord Jan 19 
Beemes, H ©, Stamford Brook man«, Goidhawk 1 
High Cvart Pet Nov6 Ord Jan 15 
Sicveeree, Atrerv Isacc, Kingston up Hull, Grocer 


Kingetom upon Hull Vet Janis Ori Ja 3 15 
Srree, Amcnizaty Jousetosy, Whitfield 4, Licensel 
Vietuslie High Court Pet Jan? Ord Jan 15 ; 
Wass, Wiitan, Bottom, Lines, Coal Merchant Bortem 
Patten Ori Jan 16 | 
W: smn, Hexerer Exitsn, Goole, Yorks, Cycle Dealer 
Wael Pettanié Ord Jan 16 i 
Wierre, Joerrn, Armicy, Leots, Shoe Dealer's Traveller | 
Lodks Pttanis Ord Jan ih | 





Ament’ mtice mitrtitested for that published in the 
Lynton Gartte of Jan 
Temus, Wissan, Mrcttorl, ar Manchedter, Pawnbroke: 
Mamhetor VPAdan7 Uri Janis 


| 

FIRST MEETINGS | 
Aserres, Heve Seer ets, Bengew wrth Vvetam 
Womster, Kaker Jan Beil &, Copaihagen 


Ws neoter i 
Basere, Witsise Joux, Maglchurt, Kent, License’ | 
Vitasiier Jan Pui 4, King 4, Maihedone 
Bev, Wissen Sons, Cardingum, tales, Varuux ¥eb | 
Wat 2) Of Ker, 42,08 Jan» Will, Ghrewebary | 

Besrs, Meer Veszsvern, Borvmon Treet Jan Bat ap 
laa NAA, Maton 4, Wurvm om Trent 





| Nicholas-lane, E.C. 


Buckiey, Epmunp, Barmouth, Merioneth Jan 30 at Jan 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upop 


Conen, Hersert, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Rubber Mer- 


11 Townhall, Aberystwith Tyne 
Kircuex, Jounny, Shepley, nr Huddersfield, Licensej 
Victualler Jan 29at3 Off Rec, 19, John William ¢, 


chant Jan 29 at11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham Bal 
Coon Ge REET chert, Sumer, Coach Painter | rnp Tuouas nx, Lelcater, Boot Manufacturer J 
Cu baun a ada” oe Gunma Ricuanp y Ang onsite on Tyn 
Frvux, Cuartes WEsTox Laxe EY, Russell sq, Bloomsbury, ee Reece ony ny 30at 11.30 Off 
Dides Jun SD ot 1800 94, Railway app, London Prercy, ArTHUR BELLersy, York, Off Licence Holder Jay 
Fosrer, Wittiam Percy, Loughborough, Fruit Merchant 29 at 11.45 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 
Fu # ae = hgh a4 OF Hes, Ay nt ye ny at 12 Pvatster, Sipney Herpert, Rendal, Worcester, Carpenter 


Garpiner, Witt1amM Tuomas, Conisborough, Yorks, Pot- 


Jan 30 at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Ricuarpson, Tomas, Runcorn, Chester Feb 6 at 10.6 
Court house, Palmyra sq, Warrington 
, ‘ Rowe, AnTuony Stan.ey, Hyde Park sq, Mining Engi 
x, Joun James, Goldenhill, Staffs, Grocer Jan 28 ae Jan 28 at 11 Bankruptcy bldex, Casey st ape 
at 10.30 Town Hall, Hanley : “4 


174, C ‘orporation st, Birmingham 
maker Jan 28at12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 


Seav, Frepertck Herpert, Lancaster, Builders’ Merchant 





Hamitt, Bernarp, Wimbledon, Tailor Jan 28 at 12.30 Jan 28 at 11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

24, Railway ap > London Bridge Seeman, H C, Stamford Brook mans, Goldhdwk rd Jan 
Hamsonp, Joux, New Park, Harrogate, Baker Jan 29 at 29 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

11 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York Soares, Jutio, Richmond, Surrey, Hotel Proprietor Jan 9 
Harrixetox, Mary, Liverpool, Mail Cart Manufacturer at11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Jan 28 at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool STEELE, ArcHIBALD Jounstone, Whitfield st, Licensed 
Jorgensen, T, Newcastle on Tyne, Provision Importer Victualler Jan 29 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 











L 


AW.—Costs; Cashier; Litigious Business \ ADAME AUBERT’S GOVERNESS and 


with or without supervision); General Practice; SCHOOL AGENCY (Established 1880), 139, 


Solicitor Recommends (through see trustworthy, Regent-street, W.—Resident, Daily, and Visiting Gover. 
capable Clerk, obliging, good address; Kain’s and Gener: ai | nesses, Lady Professors and Teachers, Répétitrices, 
300k-keeping ; Costs, all branches, from papers and diaries; Chaperons, Companions, Lady Housekeepers (English and 


situation desired immediately or before April; London or Foreign) introduced for British Isles and Abroad ; Schools - 


country. — Address, Wicc, care of J. W. Vickers, 5, and Educational Homes recommended 








QIOLICITORS’ EXAMINATIONS. — Mr. I 


| 


the 


{INANCING Required, about £1,000, for 


~ ree : the purpose of Senttamatee some import: unt Com- 
Thomas B. Frost, Solicitor, Coaches Candidates for | mercial Products by a New Process yielding superior results, 
Preliminary, Intermediate, and Final Examinations, and for which there would be immediate sales in bulk with 





in Class or by Correspondence.—For particulars, apply very large profits. Also Required Two Young Gentlemen 
Tuomas R. Frost, 38, Chancery-lane, London. willing to Learn the Business and take Charge of Confi- 
dential Positions ; highest expert reference given.— Address, 


‘'OLICITOR (21), will be admitted early in N.P., “ Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C, 


w 





February, Desiren a Managing Clerkship, with super- 


vision; Midlands preferred.—Apply, H. C. J., care of O PARENTS.—A firm of Mechanical 


Messrs. Thomas Mallam & Co., Solicitors, Oxford. E 





i 


| ship 


Cc 


.—Address, B., King’s Library, Alton, Hants. 


ngineers hasa Vacancy for a young gentle man as 

+ 7 PREMIUM PUPIL.—H. 74, “ The Times” Office, E.C, 

SOLICITOR, aged 29, Requires Post in = 

the Country as Managing Clerk, with view to Partner- QOLICITORS, Mortgagees, Trustees, and 
N 


Owners generally of Freehold or Leasehold Properties 








care 


for Sale in Town or Country can find an immediate pur- 


LERKS (especially Managing). ~Those chaser by sending full a to Retiep, 43, Pyrland- 


. J 4 Py . _ 7 atari 
employed within two miles’ radius of Law Courtsmay 108d, London, N. Condition as to repair immaterial, 


hear of something to their advantage by addressing Ixcome, 3eing actual purchaser, no commission required. 


of “ Solicitors’ Journal ’’ Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C 


GENTLEMAN of considerable Experi- 





A 


PROFESSIONAL GENTLEMAN would 4 ence of Shipping and Mercantile Business, and with 


be glad to Communicate with GENTLEMEN OF Command of some capital, is desirous of obtaining a Position 








INFLUENCE able to INTRODUCE BUSINESS either as Partner or Manager with a view to Partnership; 
Address, in strict confidence, G. N., care of Streets, 39, fullest references given and required.—Apply to Paves, 
Cornhill, E.C. ee me“. Brytu, & Huxrastez, Solicitors, 14, St. Helens-place, E.C. 
r ‘ * <: ' Fe) | " Jotat+pac ‘ ac . 

AW COSTS in all departments Drawn and i ENTS COLLECTED and Estates Managed; 

4 Settled, from papers or otherwise, for Delivery or references to clients; Weekly Property Wanted to 


° *nrchase.— 1K J r y) De -odlares) 
Taxat ion; moderate terms ; experienced draftsman, holding Purchase.—ALDRIDGE, Dovaias, & Co., 23, Budge-row, 





1 


¢ testimonials; London and Provinces.—Lex, care of E-C. Telephone 8015 Bunk. 


m & So, 61, Chancery-lane, W-« rIVYPEWRITING and DUPLICATING in 








Deepal we with not less than £4,000 all branches accurately and promptly executéd. —Mrs. 


We 


are 


1 person or nobleman of the highest stanc 


uire large Colonial Landed Estates (of the finest in 


e 3 , with exce ptionally good prospects ; high-class ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 
sare ; 


a pital Wanted, for new semi-private Company, to Dox aLpson, 2, Old Queen-street, Westminster. 





investment; absolutely aes only 


ing entertained. NEEDS HELP. 


Address, Avvrerisrr, care of J. W. Vickers, General 


Adve 


rtising Offices, 5, Nicholas-lane, E.C. J. @. WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 





e* 


YOU CANNOT AFFORD 


To let the opportunity slip by. 


A few shillings, saved each week, can be sufely and profitably 
invested, with possibilities of a return of thousands per cent. 
Explanatory Pamphlet, 
“WEALTH BY THRIFT,” 
is sent, post free, on application to 
CUNLIFFE, RUSSELL, & CO., 
10, Place de la Bourse, 
PARIS. 
Foreign Post Cards only. Letter postage, 24d. per half ounce. 





Jan. 
i —_—_— 
S2MUELESK 
a ke 
Wot Re 


AHAMS 
Amend Ji 


NDREWS, 
“ Woree 
BARBER, 

Victus 
BEDELL, 
Shrew 

ANDLEB 
Cu Pail 
— 

C Uph - 
Dawsoy, | 
Ord Ji 
Fosrre, 1 
Pet Ni 
Foster, " 
Leices 
GILDER, « 
Jan 1 
Gaeia, L: 
Lewes 

GRoGAN, 

Can’ 


Hammond 
Jan 1 
Haycock, 
Mace! 


HARKER, 
Pet J 
Harnis, I 
Jan 1 
Hensert, 
Pet I 
Hircucoc 
Wilts 
JouNsoy, 
Midd 
lor, 1 
Leice 
PALMER, 
factu 
PauMer, | 
Pet J 

* Percy, 
York 
PRaTcHE 
Wor 
SinvesTE 


ston ; 
SLATER, 





905. 


castle Upon 


| Licensed 
William st, 


urer Jan 


on Tyne, 
) Off Rec, 


‘der Jan 
ncombe pl, 


Carpenter 
n 

6 at 10.45 
; Engineer 
Merchant 
rd Jan 
r Jang 


Licensed 
‘arey st 


cme, 


JSS and 
0), 139, 
g Gover. 
pétitrices, 
glish and 
; Schools 


a 


100, for 
int Com- 
r results, 
bulk with 
entlemen 
of Confi- 
Address, 
ne, W.C, 
a 
hanical 
leman as 
E.C, 


a 
s, and 
roperties 
late pur- 
Pyrland- 
material, 


ix peri- 
ind with 
Position 
nership ; 


. ere Snes, Tet, Off Licence Holder M E RRYWEATH ERS, 
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§muvxiesky, Morris, Stoke Newington, Shirt Manufac- | Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID JouRNAL only, 26s. 6d. ; Country, 28s. 6d. ; 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in 


Hae Tons, Rotherham, Yorks, Chemist’ Jan 29 at 12.00| IN ADVANCE: Soxzcrrors’ JounwaL and| Foreign 31s. 
Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 538., Wrapper, 268. 64. ; Country or Foreign, 
sone ancannamiccatas post-free (53 Nos. 1902-3). Soxrcrrors’ | 28s. 6d. 
AmnALLAMs Tease, Woburn pl High Court Pet July 22 
Ayprews, Henry Septimus, Evesham, Worcester, Baker 


Worcester PetJani16 Ord Jan 16 . 9 
Barsek, Witt1aM Jouy, Staplehurst, Kent, Licensed Y 
Victualler Maidstone PetJani6 Ord Jan 16 


BevetL, WILLIAM Joun, Cardington, Salop, Farmer 
Shrewsbury PetJan15 Ord Jan 16 
CuanpLek, Freperick Tuomas, Totton, Southampton, 


Builder Southampton Pet Jan15 OrdJan15 — 
Couuns, CHARLES, Sparkhill. Worcester, Furniture . . 
Upholsterer Birmingham Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 15 = C 


Dawson, Frep, Oldham, Box Maker Oldham Pet Jan 16 


Ord Jan 16 : ae | 
Fosrzr, T H, Hounslow av, Hounslow, Builder Brentford o < E 4 40 h was & 
Pet Nov 22 Pet Jan 14 , vee : . 0 ) Cc. 
Foster, Witu1AM Percy, Loughborough, Fruit Merchant A = sais Te a 

Leicester Pet Jani16 Ord Jan 16 : — 
Guper, Joux, Failsworth, Lancs, Grocer Oldham Pet x 

barre anes I ~~ 8 elie Reports Prepared 
Gaeia, Lawrence Husert Icnatius Georar, HM Prison, 

Tames High Court Pet Nov 12 on 7. 16 . p 5 
Grogan, CATHERINE, Ramsgate, Boarding house Keeper F 

Canterbury Pot Jan 16 Ord Jon 16 ahs a : Water Found, 
Haumonp, Jony, Harrogate, Baker Yor! et Jan 15 Or —— ~~ cs | 

Jan 15 EE 3 Pumps Fixed. 
Hancock, Frepericx, Bradley Green, Staffs, Grocer 

Macclesfield Pet Dec 30 _ = r. ey 
Harxer, Josepu, Thornton, Bradford, Joiner rad fore ii : 3 ‘ 

a Sane Write for Pamphlet. 
Hanns, Henri Pavcet, Bristol Bristol Pet Dec 23 Ord . 

Jan 17 


Hensert, Samuet, Hackney Downs, Printer High Court -_ = ‘ 
coor, Noweas” Jess | FIRE PROTECTION 
Hircucock, Norman Jesse, Hook, nr Wootton Bassett, x 
Wilts, Baker Swindon Pet Jan15 Ord - oan A FIC.NE2 
He tidilesbrougk a, _ a os Jen %, aries on Ow Exorxe axp Hatrreip Pump. ©n up-to-date Principles. 
lorp, Tuomas Henry, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 15 


atanes Birmingham “Pet Des io Onan ié || ELECTRIC LIGHTING on Merryweathers’ Safe System. 


Pater, Freperick WiL1aM, Norwich, Plumber Norwich 
Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 17 























PratcueTt, CuHarLtes, Bishampton, Worcester, Farmer 


Worcester Pet Dec 31 Ord Jan 12 

Suvester, ALFRED Isaac, Kingston on‘ Hull, Grocer King- 68, LONG ACRE, LONDO N, W.C. 
stonon Hull Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 15 

Staten, WARRINGTON, and WALTER Starter, Sheffield, Cut- 
lery Manufacturers Sheffield Pet Nov13 Ord Jan15 

SruTrizip, GeorGE Herpert, Old sq, Lincoln’sinn, Barris- 
teratlaw High Court Pet July10 Ord Jan 15 


Wom, os *, Soe, J ines, Coal Merchant Boston S S J 0 NI ES & B A y L| SS 2 


Wurtz, Cornetius Ricuarp, Liverpool, Ironmonger 
Liverpool Pet Dec 31 Ord Jan 14 

Wusox, Hesert Extis, Goole, Cycle Dealer Wakefield 
Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 16 

Wusox, Joux, Chorlton cum Hardy, Builder Salford 
Pet Dec 2 Ord Jan 15 

Wixter, Joseru, Armley, Leeds, Shoe Dealer’s Traveller 
leeds Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 

Wrsrow, Artuur, Chelmsford, Boot Manufacturer 
Chelmsford Pet Jan6 Ord Jan 16 














Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 16: 


Tomuis, Wittiam, Stretford, nr Manchester, Pawnbroker 
Manchester Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 14 





CONTINUOUS 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soticrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 


Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 28. 9d. ; half 
law calf, 5s. 6d. 











VICTORIA WORKS, WOLVERHAMPTON. | 


39 & 141, CANNON STREET. EC 























ee 
PROBATE VALUATIONS 
saeemer® PINK & SONY 


are respectfully requested to ki: 


mend our Firm to Exeoutors and othere 
requiring Valuations. UD 


1&2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 17 & 18, PICCADILLY, 
LONDON, W. 
ESTABLISHED 1772. 
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RIENT COMPANY’S PLEASURE 
CRUISES, 


By their Steamships “CUZCO” and “ ORIENT,” 
From London, 
For MOROCCO, BALEARIC ISLES, SOUTH OF 
FRANCE, SICILY, CRETE, CYPRUS, SYRIA, 
GYPT, ALGERIA, &., 
26th poate to oe Oy 
For SPAIN, SOUTH OF FRAN 
GREECE, CONST: ANTINOPLE, &c. " 
14th March to 27th April. 

Passengers travelling overland to Villefranche can leave 
London respectively on the 6th and 24th March. 
Fares rrom 50 To 90 GuINEAS, ACcoRDING TO CABIN. 
Managers : 

F. GREEN & CO.; ANDERSON, ANDERSON & Sy 

Head Office: FENCHURCH AVENUE, LONDON, 
For Passage apply to the latter Firm, at 5, Seaikeia. 
. or = the West End Branch Office, 16, 
t, 8.W. 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
or Saas, sake Gn Set enk privately. 


For Terms, > avply to 
8. HOGG, on66. &c., 
edical Superintendent. 


DALRYMPLE HOME. 





INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
wy - Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, mA. 


studs iy St Ince REry yery Repetene Excellent 

en’ 
lend ond Medical References. For terms and particulars 
een Mine RIPEY on 


the Principal. 
TELEGRAPHIC ‘Avena: “* MEDICAL, LEICESTL3.” 





19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 





Cuarnmay: 
Sr HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 


Bakr., 


Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build. 
or Copyhold Property. P 
aprty ee py per Cent. 









BAR EXAMINATIONS, 


Special Preparation at 2 hancery-! 
ORAL (Private Saal Class) AN CORBESPONDENCE. 
Recent Results :—In December, 1902, of 16 Pupils sent 
up 14 passed—1 in First Class Honours. April, 1902— 
13 passed out of 16; 3in Honours. N.B. —ESTATE AND 
Legacy Dery, Oct. 1902-3 out of 6 Places offered, 
including 2nd with record marks in Law), 2at first trial. 
“Bow te Gecome a Harrister,” post free, 10d. 


JOHN GIBSON, M.A. 
PHENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 


19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London. 


Lowest Current Rates. 














Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
S U N INSURANCE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 
4, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
Telephone : 602 Holborn. 
EDE, 80N, AND RAVENSCROFT, 


Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
LAW COURTS ‘BRANCH: 
SUM ISsUeED EXCEEDs 2£460,000.000. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


ROBE 
MAKERS. 


COURT 
TAILORS, 
EY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 
To HM. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN. 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges 


ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. 


Town Clerks, 
Coroners. 
CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


| pt Steg Fo HALL.—ENGLAND’S 
y OF MYSTERY. Established & 
Liseee ond Manager, Mr. 3. N. MASKELYNE fen 
The Gh Chrituus P) Programme. Daily at Zan46. The 
mao wuarvellius and the merricd entertainment yet pro- 
cues including a new and original Magical Homance, 


_ THE PHILOSOPHER'S STONY, 
Written ‘ 








eer att saamataored wate, Ge. ant te, ; uuresrved, 
Chilfren unfer 12, halt- 


THE INEBRIATES ACTS, 1879-99. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 
UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT. 
For the Treatment Sorry iutes from Restatoty 
tay "1p hours feoun Liverposl- 
; 104 acres of grounds. 


‘ennis, 
‘or Photography, Patients may enter 
under the Acts or privately. Terms: 1} to 8 Guineas. 


y 
Resipent Mepicat SuPEgiINTENDENT or SECRETARY. 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANK, 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
CUBRENT ACCOUNTS. 

Oj ontheminimum monthly balances, ° 
2 kL when not drawn below £100. I, 
DEPOSIT ACOOUNTS. 

19 on Deposits, repayable on demand. 2} A 
STOCES AND SHARES. 

Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
a ALMANACE, with full particulars, 

"©, A. RAVENSCROFT, Managing Director. 


Telephone No. 6 Houzorx. 
Telegraphuc Address: *‘ Binxszce Loxpox.” 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


™ Se 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


Sane CeRriricares, yo ote oe Mp ° ved and 
rinted. Orriciat Sza.s designed and 


Solicitors’ Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & GO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &. 
@, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Berjeanta’ Inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 





NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE bs. 


A Practical Handbook to the Companies Acts, 
By Francis J. Guzes, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Lav. 


BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 





Prepared trom finest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Of ath Chemists and Grocers. 





sabe HERAT? 


WwW. Optra 





: LIMITED. 


RWWGESCOOPER 





= PARTRIDGE & COOPER 


THE WHEEL COPYING PRESS 


In all Sizes and Qualities. 
This Press is much easier to handle than the 
ordinary Beam Press. 





Illustrated Catalogue Post Free. 





OFFICE SUPPLY DEPARTMENT L. &., 
1 and 2, CHANCERY LANE, E.C. 


FAALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


LiMiTED, 
PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PasuiamentTasy Bitis, Minutes or Evipexces, Booxs or 
Reregencz, StaTEMENTs oF Ciaim, Answens, &c., &o, 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


NEWSPAPERS, 
And all General and Commercial Work, 


Every description of Printing. 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTEP, 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE LONDUN £.C. 
’S EXHIBITION 











ADAME TUSSAUD 


(in connection with trains and "buses from all parts). 
Well a well heated, and well ventilated. 
REALISTIC 'TABLEAU representing 
The MARTYRDOM of ST. THOMAS a BECKET, 
Now on View, in Hall of Tableaux. 
e Wor ld’s Celebrities, 
OLD _— HER XMAS and the MONSTER LUCKY TUB, 
100,000 
FREE DIPS. FREE DIPS. 
FREE PRIZES TO ALL CHILDREN, 


MADAME TUSSAUD’'S ROUMANIAN BAND. 
Delightful Music all Day. 
Afternoon Teas. New Kestaurant. Popular Prices. 
Open 9 a.m, to 10 p.m. 
Admission, 1s. Children under 12, 6d. Kxtra Rooms, 6d, 
MADAME TUSSAUD'’S EXHIBITION. 





TFJOOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
Regent’s Park, are OPEN DAILY (except Sundays), 

from 9 a.m. until sunset, Admission 1s. ae 

Children always 6d. The new Ave House contains 

panzees, Oranges, and Gibbons. 


Vj BSSES. HERRING, SON, .& DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERS, 
Sanitary and Mortguge Surveyors, 





IRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, E.C., 
and 306, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(EstaBlinhed 1773.) 

Telephone Nos." 5064 Bank,"’ “ 130 Streatham.” 
Telegrams--** Oldest, London.” 





WILLIS, CROUCH, & LEE, 


AUGTIONEERS & SURVEYORS, 
29, BASINGHALL STREET, E.C. 
BSTABLISHED 1:80, 

Telegrams: “ Auctlasima, London.” 
Tdeyphone: 78% Central, 


Prices from 25/- each, . 
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